DOCUMENT RESUME 

CE 050 310 

Rinter, Ona Kay; Steczak, Cheryl 
Assessment of the Impact of the Exemplary Program 
Project for Vocational Education, (identification, 
Dissemination and Replication — 1983 to 1986). Final 
Report • 

Pittsburgh Univ., Pa. School of Education. 
Pennsylvania State Dept. of Education, Harrisburg. 
Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education. 
Dec 87 

406p. ; Appendixes E-4 and E~5 are printed on colored 
paper . 

Reports * Research/Technical (143) — 
Tests/Evaluation lustrximents (160) 

MF01/PC17 Plus Postage. 

Case Studies; ^Demonstration Programs; ^Educational 
Research; Information Dissemination; Motivation; 
Program Development; Program Effectiveness; ^Research 
Utilization; ^Statewide Planning; ^Theory Practice 
Relationship; ^Vocational Education 
Impact Studies; ^Pennsylvania 



A study examined the success of the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education's Exemplary Program Project for Vocational 
Education in implementing and replicating exemplary vocational 
education programs, disseminating information about successful 
programs to local education agencies, and motivating school officials 
and teachers to develop or replicate additional exemplary programs. 
Data for the evaluation were obtained from questionnaires 
administered to teachers and administrators of all 42 exemplary and 
33 replication programs that had been funded under the Exemplary 
Program Project as well as from site visitations to 11 of the 
exemplary and 6 of the replication programs. Detailed conclusions 
were then developed with respect to the following program 
characteristics and outcomes: target population served, the benefits 
of exemplary status to a vocational education program, the benefits 
to schools in which exemplary programs are located, exemplary program 
dissemination activities, ways in which schools learned of the 
availability of exemplary program funding, services provided by stc^te 
staff to replication projects, characteristics of the exemplary and 
replication programs funded, levels of local support needed to 
supplement exemplary program funding, state-level benefits resulting 
from the proj&ct, and the feasibility of continuing the project. 
(Appendixes include criteria for an exemplary program in marketing 
and distributive education, an exemplary prograra dissemination 
proposal, the survey materials and interviev» guide used in the 
evaluatx.'^ri, Cr.se studies, and descriptions of 11 exemplary and 6 
replicatir^ programs.) (MN) 

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 



:^ ERLC 



ED 295 048 

AUTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 
SPONS AGENCY 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 

PUB TYPE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 

IDENTIFIERS 
ABSTRACT 



EQCVL REPCS5P 



ASSESSaMEUr OF IHE IMPACT OF THE EXEMPIAEIY HRDGKAM 
mOOECT FOR VDCanCNAL EDUCftnON 
(Identification, Dissesnination and R^lication - 1983 to 1986) 
Fy 1983-34, F^ 1984-85, F^ 1935-86 and 1987 



Research Coordinating Unit for Vocational Educaticai 
Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education 
Peiinsylvania Department of Education 

333 Marloet Street 
Hcoxisburg, Pennsylvania 17108-0333 



Vocational Educaticxi Program 
D^)artment of Instructic»i and Learning 
School of Educaticxi 
Iftiiversity of Pittsburg 
4K03 Forbes Quadrangle 
Pittsburg, Pennsylvania 15260 



for 



by 




U.C, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement 

EDLCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 
1 1 CENTER (ERIC) 




□ Minor changes have been made to improve 
reproduction quality. 



Deoeiriber, 1987 




• Points of view or opinionsstated this docu- 
ment do not necessarily represent official 
OERi position or potfcy. 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



2 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



RESEftRCH REPORT 



This research report was pprf omed pursuant to an agreanent between the 
Pennsylvania Department o£ Education, Bureau o£ Vocational and Mult 
Education Research CSoordinating Unit, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and the 
University of Pittsburgh, Vocaticml Education Program, The contractors 
were encouraged to e}^ress their professional judgment £reely in the 
contracting of the project. Ihe ccHiclusiois and reccOTnendatiais stated 
herein do XK>t necessarily represpnt the position or policy of the 
Pennsylvania Department of EducatJ.cn, Bureau of Vocaticaial and ASult 
Education or its stedff . 



CONSULTANT STAFF 



Basic Stuc^ 

Qna Kay L. Kinter, Hi.D., Project Coordinator 
Cheryl W. Steczak, Fh.D., Project Ccordinator 



Study Staff 

Alice C. McKenna, M.Ed. 
Gayle J. Marco, Fh.D. 
John W. Schell, Fh.D. 
Patty R. Harrington, T/pist 
Dana L. BlacJc, Typist 



ERLC 



3 



ABSTRACT 

Title: ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF THE EXEMPLARY PROGRAM PROJRCT FOR 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION (Identification, Dissetaination and 
Replication - 1983 to 1986) 

Dr. Ona Kay Kinter and March 9, 1987 - June 30, 1987 

Dr. Cheryl Steczak 

Vocational Education Program $19,741.00 
4K03 Forbes Quadrangle 
University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 

This project exanined the extent to which the Departnent of 
EducatlOff'^ FxeAplary Program Project for Vocational Education (including 
replication programs) have been successful in acconplishing their 
objectives. It determined the extent to which the present strategy of 
funding has resulted in (1) successful exemplary program/replication 
project implementation; (2) the di ssemination of effective vocational 
education programming to the local education agency (LEA), the specific 
vocational proqram and the statewide competency-based curriculum effort; 
and (3) moti yation for school officials and teachers to develop or 
replicate additional exemplary programming. This study provides data that 
will help to determine if the expenditure of funds for programs/projects 
should remain constant or whether new strategies are necessary. 

Objectives 

1.0 To analyze the population served through the Exemplary Program and 

Replication Project. 
2.0 To determine the benefits of exemplary status to a vocational 

education program. 
3.0 To determine whether and to what extent there are benefits to a 

school where an exemplary vocational education program is located. 
4.0 To identify the exemplary vocational education program 

dissemination activities. 
5.0 To determine how schools learned about Exemplary Program Project 

and Project Replication funds. 
6.0 To list services provided by State staff to replication projects. 
7.0 To identify the cnaracterietics of an exemplary vocational 

education program and associated replication project. 
8.0 To identify the levels of local support (fiscal included) needed to 

supplement exemplary program funding. 
9.0 To determine whether and to what extent project funding is adequate 

for replication of an exemplary vocational education program. 
10.0 To determine what State level benefits result from exemplary 

program activity dissemination and program replication. 
11.0 To determine whether and to uhat extent the Exemplary Program 

Project for Vocational Education should be continued. 

Contributio ns 

This study analyzed and reported the characteristics and outcomes of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education's Exemplary Program Project for 
Vocibional Education including dissemination and replication projects for 
1983 (beginning of the initiative) through 1986 projects (funded to 
December 31, 1986). The scnpe of the work was to assess the impact of 42 
Exemplary Programs and 33 Replication Projects of that period. 

Products 

• Data Summary 

• Case Studies 

• Stratification of Results 
. Final Report 



FOREWARD 

Ihe appreciatlcsi o£ the project team roust be expressed to a large 
nuntoer of people \4iose cooperation vas central to the ccitpletian of this 
stiidb^. 

Ihe advice and assistance of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Vocational 
and A±ilt Educatioi was imneasurable. Special s^reciatioi inust be 
e}^ressed to Dr. nKxtas Winters, Chief Research and Evalvtation and Data 
}«Einagement Section, Ms. csarolyn Kratz, Chief, Curriculxam and Personnel 
Developoaent Section, and Dr. Clarence A. Dittehhafer, Research Associate, 
Research, Evaluation and Data Management Section, was invaluable. The 
administrators and teachers of the Pennsylvania D^artioent of Bducaticai's 
Exenplary Programs and Replication Projects throug^tiout the C3onitK»Twealth 
were e»xptionaily fcelpftil, particularly those vihose time was fruitfully 
called iqpon for iixterviews and assistance in arranging for on-site 
visitations . The administrators and teachers v4io oarpleted 
questionnedres and gave their time and pero^ions during interviews 
were, of course, the core to the stucfy. 

The project team is also most e^reciative of the cooperation of 
colleagues in the Ifiiiversity of Pittsburg's Vocatiaial Education 
Prograia. 

Our sincere thariks to all \dio helped IMversity of Pittsburg 
Vocational Education Program Piroject Team 

Ona Kay L. Kinter, rh.D., Pcojert coordinat-or 
Cheryl W. Steczak, Hi.D., Project Coordinator 



iv 

0^ 5 



TMOE OF OGNUHIS 



Page 



ABSnSACT ill 

FORBNORD Iv 

LEST OF OSVBEES vlll 

USfS OF FEGORES XIV 

I. INIBODDCEIGN AND SDOSMQIF OP ISE HOHESf 1 

' Furpc^ of the Stu^ 7 

Objectives of the Study. 8 

OcKposltion of the Report 9 

H. BACSOGECniD IlIFGR«!riCN 12 

Exienplary Programs is 

Exeaooplary Program Rmding, by Fiscal Year 25 

Replication Projects « 34 

Replication Projects, by Fiscal Year 37 

m. MBiaODS AND HCCECDRBS 46 

ProcJuct #1 - Data Suninary 47 

Analysis and Presentatior of the Data 53 

Product #2 - Case Studies 55 

Product #3 - Stratification of Results 59 

Product #4 - Final R^rt 60 

IV. ANMSSIS OF !IHE , 61 

Survey Questionnedres. c. • • . • 61 

Background Information 61 

Benefits 65 

Dissendnation 98 

Motivation and Si^aport 139 

loopleBsntation 158 

Funding 174 

Suggesticxis and Oonraents 188 

V. SDMMKRY AND OOMCDQBiaMS 209 

Summary and Procedures i 211 

Summary and Conclusicxis, by Cfcjective 214 

Cfcjective 1 215 

Cfcjective 2 219 

Cfcjective 3 224 

Objective 4 227 

Cfcjective 5 236 



ERIC 



6 



TKBLR OP CXHTDHS (OonbiniBd) 



Page 



SOMfflY AND aXtanSiaG (Oontiiuad) 



Objective 6 237 

Objective 7 238 

Objective 8 241 

Objective 9. • • • > 246 

Objective 10 248 

Objective 11 250 

VI. mjnmw!xn!Lass 252 

A. BUAE .?y:3ministraticn. Selection, and Support. • « « • . • 253 

B. Exaoopiary Progranv^Bi^lication Funding 256 

C. EJceaoDplary/Replicaticn Project site 

Administration and Xnoplaoentation 258 

AHAMliiCES 260 

J^jpendix A - Pre-2^1ication (i^lication Ponn for 

the Exiearaplary Vocational Educaticsi Project) • . . . , ^ . 261 

Appendix B - Marketing and Distributive Education 

ExQooplary Program Criteria 262 

Appendix C - Exeatplary Program Dissemination 

Proposal 280 

i^jpendix D - Research Authorization letter 288 

Appendix E - Survey Materials 289 

E-1 Cover Letter 289 

E-2 Exenplary Program Teacher Questionnaire 291 

E-3 R^lication Project Teacher Questionnaire. ... 300 
E-4 Exeraplary Program Administrator 

Qu^ionnaire 310 

E-5 Replication Project Administrator 

Questionnciire 316 

E-6 lharik-TOU Mejto 321 

i^ppendix F - Interview Guide 322 

J^^pendix G - Case Studies 326 

Appendix G-1 - Exeattplary Programs^ by Program Title 

G-1.1 Case Study #1 - Agriculture Production 327 

G-1.2 Case Stu^ #2 - Assessment and 

Reaoaediaticxi for Mainstreaming 329 

G-1.3 Case Study #3 - Baking 331 



vi 

0' 7 



TMBDEE OF (Xlliuns (OontiiUBd) 

Page 

^igpendix 6-1 - Exaqplary n^ograms, Program Title 
(Oontiiuad) 



0-1.4 Case Stidy #4 - Clinical Laboratory 

Assistant 333 

G-1.5 Case Stuc^ #5 - Diversified Ocxipations. . . . 335 
G-1.6 Case Study #6 - Ebcenplarj:^ Vocational 

Business Education. 337 

G-1.7 Case study #7 - Industrial Arts 

(Metals Manufacturing) 339 

G-1.8 Case Study #8 - Marketing and Small 

Busing Maneigeraent 341 

G-1.9 Case Study #9 - Scientific Data 

Processing 343 

G-1.10 Case Stu^' #10 - Single Parent/ 

HoneniakEr (Na/ Beginnings) 345 

G-1.11 Case Study #11 - Vocational Welding 347 

Appendix G-2 - Replication Programs^ by Program Title 

G-2.1 Case Study 0-2.1 CM) in the Industrial 

Arts Program 349 

G-2.2 Case Stutiy #1 - Diversified Ooccqpations/ 

Qxperative Educatiai 

G-2.3 Case Stuc^' #3 - Drafting/Design 

Technology 353 

G-2.4 Case Study #4 - Pood Service 355 

G-2.5 Case Study #5 - Nursing Assirrtant 357 

G-2.6 Case Study #6 - Single Parent/Horoemaker 

(Positive Outlocik) 359 



ERLC 



vn 



0 f: 



8 



UST OP mSCES 



TiaKLe Page 
Benefits 

1 Checklist of Benefits to Sbjaents, as 
Perceived hy Exeaoplary axid IRi^licatiqi 

Teachers axrl Administrators 67 

2 Rarddng of Baiefits to Students, as 
Perceived by Exesoplary and Replication 

Teachers « 68 

3 Banking of Benefits to Students, as 
Perceived by Exeaoplary and Replication 
Administrators 69 

4 Most Drportant Benefits to Students, Frequency, 
as Ranked by Exenplary and R^lication 

Teachers and Administrators 70 

5 Checklist of Benefits to Personnel, as 
Perceived by Exeanplary and Replication 

Teachers and Administrators 73 

6 Ranking of Benefits to Personnel, as 
Perceived by Exatplary and Replication 

Teachers 74 

7 Ranking of Benefits to Personnel, as 
Perceived by Exesnplary and R^lication 

Administrators 75- 

8 Most Inportant Benefits to Personnel, by 
Frequency, as Ranked by Exaooplary and 

Replication Teachers and Administrators. < 76 

9 Checklist of Benefits to Curriculum, as 
Perceived by Exenplary and Rqplicaticxi 

Teachers 79 

10 Ranking of Benefits to Curriculum, as 
Peroeived by Etoiplary and R^lication 

Teachers 80 

11 Most liiportant Benefits to Curriculum, by 
Frequency, as Ranked by Exearaplary and 

Replication Teachers 82 

12 Checklist of Benefits to Program, as 
Perceived by Exenplary and Replicaticxi 

Teachers and Admiiiistrators 85 



ERLC 



LXSrr OF TAECES (OontiruBd) 



13 Ranking of Benefits to Program, as 
Percel^/ed by ExienQplary and R^lication 

Teachers 87 

14 Ranking of B^ief its to Ixogram, as 
Peroeived by Exaooplary and Replication 
Administrators 88 

15 Host Inportdnt B^ief its to Program, by 
Frequency, as Ranted by Exenplary and 

Replication Teachers and Administrators 90 

16 Checklist of Benefits to School, as 
Perceived by Exanplary and R^lication 

Teachers and Administrators 94 

17 Ranking of Bafiefits to School, as 
Perceived by Exesoplary and R^lication 

Teachers 95 

18 Ranking of Baiefits to School, as Perceived 

by E»enplary and Replication Administrators 96 

19 Most Drportant Benefits to School, by 
Erequeaxy, as Rar^ by Sxewplary and 

R^lication Teachers and Administrator^ 97 

Disaqaination 

20 NUntoer of Inquiries Received From 
Pennsylvania Schools/Programs by E>oenplary 

r Replication Teachers , . loo 

21 Number of Xnquiries Received From 
Pennsylvania Schools/Programs by Exemplary 

and Replication Adtadnistrators loi 

22 Ntcxber of Ingiiiries Received From 
Out-of-state Schools/Programs by Exaiplary 

and Replication Teachers 102 

23 Number of Incjuiries Received From 
Out-of-state Schools/Programs by Escemplary 

and Replication Admiiiistrators 103 

24 Materials Requested and Quantities 

Disseminated by Exewplary Program Teachers 106 



ERIC 



ix 

10 



USSOPTKBOS (OontdniBd) 



Table Bage 

25 l^pes of Materials/Assistance Reqaested, 
Reoeived, or Nteded But Not Received From 
Maitor Exaqplary PcograxoB by R^lication 

ISeachers 107 

26 NUnber of Formal Bcesentations }bd^ on 

E)cai|>laxy Pcograms by Exanplary Teachers 113 

27 Ntciber of Fonnal Presentations Made on 

Replication Projects by Replication Teachers 114 

28 Ntmter of Fomal Knesentations Made on 
School's Exoaplary/Replication I%ogram(s) 

by Exenplary ikltdriLstrators 115 

29 Uafi^ of Formal Presentations Made on 
school's Replication Inject by Replication 
Administrators 116 

30 NUniDer of Visits Made To and Ey Exenplary 

Program Teachers 119 

31 Checklist of Proble^/Oonstraints In Disseminatic»a 
of E»enplary Progrsoxvlteplication Activities, 

as R^)orted by Exaqplary and Replication 

Teachers and Eboenplary Administrators 123 

32 Ranking of Problems/Oonstraints in Dissemination 
of Exenplary Program or Replication 
Activities, as Reported by Exienplary and 
Replication Teachers and Exenplary 

Administrators 124 

33 Greatest Problens/Ccxistraints in Dissemination 
of Exisnplary ProcpraoB/Rqplication Activities, 
by Erequency, as Rqxa±ed by Exjenplary 

and R^lication Teachers and E>ffinplary 

Administrators 125 

34 Simmary of Teacher Cbriervations of Most 
Effective Dissendnaticn Procedures, as 
Reported by Exeaaplary and Replication 

Teachers 127 

35 Sunnary of Teacher Observations of Least 
Effective Dissemination Procedures, as 

R^rted by Exesnplary and R^licatiai iteachers. ... 134 



X 



ERLC 



11 



USS OF OAHCES (Qantiiuad) 

Table Vage 



37 Cheddist of Infonnat5*on Sources Itegarding 
Pennsylvania's Exoplary Pcogrea(0^1ication 
Project, as Reported by Exatplary and 

' R^llc^tlon Administrators 144 

38 Ranking of Boportanoe of Information 
Sources to Decision to Rirsue Exesoplary 
Progranv/Replication Status, as Rsported 

Exenplary and Replication Teachers ^ • 146 

39 Ranking of Bopottanoe of mfomnation 
Soutca^ to Decision to Rxrsue Exooplary 
Knogranvlteplication Status, as Reported by 

Exenplary and Replication Administrators 148 

40 Most Important Sources of Infonnation 
InflueiKdng Decision to Rxrsue E»snplary 
I^rogran^/R^lication Status, by Frequency, as 
Reported 1^ Exoplary and Replication 

Teachers and Mministrators 150 

41 Checklist and Raxddng of Ei^f&ctiveness of 
Disseadnation Assistance Provided to 
Exenplary Pro yiai a s , as Reported by 

Exaooplary Program Teachers 155 

42 Checklist and Ranking of Ef fectiven^ of 
Planning and Boplanentation Assistaxvce 
Frovijded to Replication ;>rojects, as Reported 

by Replication Project Teachers 156 

43 Most Important Aid to Exewplary Progi^ 
Dissanination and R^lication Project 
Plannivtg/Inplesientaticn, as Reported by 

Emcplar^' and Replication Teachers i 157 

^^l^'^FTI^-ation 

44 Rank Order of Dnpojrtanoe of Ebceanplary 
Program <Jcnponents to Exemplary Program Status, 

as Perceived bj' Exajplary Teachers 160 

45 RanTc Or&^ of Liportanoe of Exatplary 
VrrxrrsiSi Oocponents to E>»Dplary Program 
^-iitus, as Perceived by R^lication Project 

*a(^>ers 161 



ERIC 



xi 

12 



UST OF THESES (Oontiniied) 



Table Page 

46 Hank Order of Qoportanoe of EKenplary 
Program Oaofxynerts to Exeoplary Program 
Status, as Perceived by Exarplary 

Program iVAninistrators 162 

47 Most IjQoportant Concerns (Factors) of 
Exienplary Programs, by FreguencY, as Ranked 
by Exenplary and Replication Teachers 

and Exaooplary Administrators 163 

48 Suninary of Exemplary Program Modifications, 

as R^rted by Exesoplary Teadiers 164 

49 AdoptioiVBplenientation of Mentor Emnplary 

Programs, as Reported by R^lication Teachers 169 

50 Checklist of Resource Materials/Information 
Received From State Personnel and Banking 
of Usefulness to R^lication Project 
Developnent/Inpleoientation, as Reported by 

Replication Teachers 171 

51 Checklist of Assistance Provided by state 
Personnel and Banking of Usefulness to 
R^lication Project Develcpraent/Drplegoaentation, 

as Reported by Replication Teachers 173 

Funding 

52 Annual Costs of Ebceaooplary Program 
Dissemination, Incltjding Exienplary and Local 
Rinds, as Estimated by Exemplary Teachers 

and Administrators 176 

53 Checklist of Local Rmds Leveraged by 
Exeaooplary/Replication Status, as Reported 
by Exaiplary and Replication Teachers 

and Administrators 180 

54 Total Amounts of Local Rimds Leveraged by 
E}ffi90[plary/Rqplication Status, Reported by 
Exenplary and Replication Teachers and 
Administrators 181 

55 Checklist of Desired Categories of 
E)5)enditures of State Funds for Ejceroplary/ 
R^lication Projects, as Perceived by Exenplary 

and Replication Teachers 185 



ERLC 



xii 

13 



Usr OF TXEUES (Ontiiuod) 



Table Bage 

56 Ranking of Desired Categories of £q)enditures 
of State Rmds for Exesoplary/I^lication 
PtXDjects, as Perceived by E>cesi(>lary and 

R^lication Administrators 186 

57 Host Desired Categories of E>^)enditureG of 
State Funds for Exenplary/Ki^lication Projects, 
as Perceived by Exenoplary and R^lication 

Teachers 187 

Sugqestions/Oompents 

58 Sunnary of Suggestions for Exeooplary Program 
PEX>ject Effectiveness, as Reported by 

Exaiplary and Replication Teachers 189 

59 Sunnary of Suggestions for Exenplary Program 
PE?oject Effectiveness, as Reported by 

E^oesapLary and Replication A±tLLnistrators 189 

60 Suraoary of Ocnnents Regarding E)raoplary 
Program Project, as Entered by ESfleaonplary and 
Replication Teachers 201 

61 Summary of GGranents Regarding Emiplary 
Program Project, as Entered by Exertplary 

and Replication Administrators, • • 201 



ERLC 



xiii 

14 



UST OP FEGUBES 



Figure Page 

1 Schedule of E>ce9PDplary Program Dissemination 

Rinding, Fiscal Year 1987-88 7 

2 Study ItapulaticMi of Exotplary Programs [F5f 1984- 
85, FY 1985-86, 1986 (July 1-DeoeitJDer 31) , 

and Replication Projects (FY 1984-85, 

FY 1985-86] Alphabetically By School 13 

3 Stufy Populaticxi of Emnplary Programs and 
Replication Projects, by TyP^ of School 

Setting 16 

4 Exeanoplary Program Schools, by Region FY 1984- 
85, FY 1985-86, and FY 1986-87 (To 

Decesaber 31, 1986) 19 

5 Regional Distribution of Exemplary Programs 
in Pennsylvania, FY 1983-84, FY 1984-85, 

FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 (To 

Deoenber 31, 1986) 21 

6 Substantive CJontent of Exemplary Programs 23 

7 FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and 1986 Ejrestcplary 
Dissaodnation Programs, by Fiscal Year 

and Region. • • 26 

8 Pennsylvania Exaoplary Vocational Education 
Program Dissemination Grants FY 1984-85, 

FY 1985-86, and FY 1986-87 28 

9 R^lication Project Schools, by Region 

FY 1984-85 and FY 1985-86 35 

10 Regicaial Distributicai of E)ffianDplary Program 

R^lication Projects, FY 1984-85 and 1985-86 36 

11 Substantive OcxTtent of R^lication Projects 38 

12 FY 1984-85 and FY 1985-86 R^licaticai 

Projects, by Fiscal Year and Region 39 

13 Pennsylvania Vocaticaial Education Replication 
Project Grants, FY 1984-85, 1985-86 and 

1986-87 41 

14 ftaestionnaire itan Nimtoer, by Match and 

Distinctiaa in Topic 49 

15 Mailed Survey Response, Population Groap 51 

15 



O XI 

ERIC 



LEST OF FIGDRES (Oontiniied) 

Figure Page 

16 Missing Returns 52 

17 Visitation Sites, Selected for ju. -D^jth Data 
Collection for the Pr^aration of 

Case Studies 58 

18 Frequency of Ketums, by Year of (Initial) 

Rinding 62 

19 Nentor Exanplary Programs and Iheir 
R^lication Projects, by School, as Peported 

by Replication Project Teachers 63 

20 Host Effective Dissemination Procedures, as 

Beroeived by Exemplary Program Teachers 128 

21 Most Effective Dissanination Procedures, as 

Perceived by Replication Project Teachers 131 

22 least Effective Dissesni nation Procedures, as 

Perceived by Escenplary Program Teachers 135 

23 least Effective Dissemination Procedures, as 

Perceived by R^lication Project Teachers 138 

24 Program Modifications, Since Exsesiplary 
Citation, as Reported by E}cenplary Program 

Teachers 165 

25 Suggestions for Increasing Exemplary Program 
Project Effectiveness, as R^rted by 

EKeaoplary Teachers 190 

26 Suggestions for Increasing Esceactplary Program 
Effectiveness, as R^rted by R^lication 

Teachers 194 

27 Suggestions for Increasing Exseraplary Program 
Project Effectiveness, as Reported by 

Exanplary A±ninistrators 196 

28 Suggestions for Increasing Exeanoplary Program 
Effectiveness, as Reported by Replication 
Administrators « ••••••• 198 

29 Teacher Comments Regarding Exenoplary 

Program Project 202 

30 Administrator Ocraments Regarding Exemplary 

Program Project 207 



O XV 

ERIC 16 



CEOPIER I 

DWKDDDCriON AND SHOSKESr OF THE WOEHK 

Hhe Carl D. Perkins Vocational Educatioi Act of 1984 designated one 
percent of a state's allocation for Exaiplaiy Programs/Projects 
identificatiOT. Ihis legislations provides funding t-o ensure that 
vocational students receive siperior education and txaining. Bie 
priorities for this funding are to: 

a. Provide si^port for dissaninaticsi activities for vocational 
education programs >Aiich have been identified as exemplary 
tha Bureau of Vocationed and Adult Education. 

b. Provide funds to replicate an exarplary program as identified 
by the Bureau of Vocational and Adult Educc.tion.^. 

Nationally, there are over 3,000 identified Exemplary Programs or 

R^lication Projects in vocaticH^ education. California has identified 

the greatest nuntoer , with 121 Exeitplary Programs . 2 Pennsylvania 

recognized its own exaooplary vocaticaial education programs prior to the 

1984 Perkins Act: 

Since 1976, the Bureau of Vocaticaial and Adult Education has 
provided nearly $6 million to plan, inpleraent and identify 
exenplary programs of vocational education in Pennsylvania.-^ 

In Pennsylvania, the Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education (B7AE) 

follcwed the mandates of the 1984 legislation by formally instituting the 

Ejffiaonplary Program Project, "In Search of E»3ellenoe." Ihis was designed 

in Fiscal Year (lY) 1983-84 to identify outstanding vocational education 

programs. (Since the 1983-84 "Guidelines for Submissic»i of i^lications 

1 
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for Vbcational Education Funds" had been publifihed and issued during 

1982- 83, they did not address the Exenplary Program Project.) The stated 
purpose of the Exeitplary Program Project during its initied year (PY 

1983- 84) was to identify outstanding vocational education programs in 
local school districts, area vocational-'technical schools, and 
postseoondary institutions - colleges, universities and public or 
noiprofit private agencies - and then to replicate those successful 
activities in other schools. 

Specifically, the purposes of the Exemplary Vocational Education 
Projects continue to be: 

1. Provide school officieds, teachers, and other interested 
persons an opportunity to observe effective vocational 
education programs eitphasizing cxxTpetenqy-based instruction. 

2 . Motivate school officieds, teachers, and other interested 
persons to develop quality programs en^iiasizing corrpetency- 
based instruction. 

3. Assist other schools in obtaining practical information to help 
them ijiprove their programs. 

4. Recognize the individual schools that have responded to 
conteirporary needs requiring ertphasis of and sound instruction 
for develcpnent of canptencies. 

5. Ihe Bennjsylvania "Guidelines for Submission of T^lications for 
Vocational Education Funds" for fY 1985-86 changed the eligible 
agency list to include only school districts and area 
vocational-technical schools. For FX 1986-87 (and for 1987- 
88) , the list of eligible agencies was again changed, this time 
to include school districts, area vocational-technical schools, 
ccitiraunity colleges, and colleges and universities. 

6. i^licants vAio addressed "Priority A — Exenplary Status" were 
accepted only by invitation of the BVZffi Exeirplary Program 
Coordinator and, if status was adiieved, were limited to a 
maximum grant of $2500 to si:^3port Exeirplary Program 
dissemination activities. 

i^licants v4io subsequently sou^t Raplication status ("Priority B") 

were accepted in Statewide ccitpetition, with a funding cap of $6000 on a 
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single, one-year R^lication grant award. ^ 

J^licants for recxDgnition under either "Priority A" (Exemplary 
Program) or "Priority B" (R^lication Project) had, first, to submit a 
pre-application to EWAE and receive aj^roval before the final application 
could be submitted. Ihe pre-application (shown in ^^pendix A) asked the 
applicant to summarize the prc^xjsed project in 50 words or less, 
providing a description of v4iat was to be done. Replication applicants 
were asked to include the name of the E>ffianoplary Program to be replicated 
or a specific curriculum to be utilized.^ 

i^licants seeking Exemplary Program status were also asked to 
ccantplete a self-evaliaation, the "Exertplary Vocational Education Criteria" 
list, which had been established for individual vocational program areas 
by EWAE to measure, and assure, the effectiveness of a vocational 
program's curriculum, instruction, administation, and quality of 
innovative vocational practices. These "criteria" lists were develc^)ed 
by panels of e5q)erts frcm around the State, in each program area, v*io 
were selected by EWftE personnel. (A saitple of a program "criteria" list 
is shewn in ^5)endix B) . If, after self-evaluation, the school 
administration and the vocational teacher believed all established 
criteria for selection as an Exemplary Program had been satisified, an 
application was corrpleted by the school and forwarded to the Curriculum 
and Personnel Development Section of B7AE. 

The application narrative, for both Exemplary and Replication 
Projects, was a single-page summary, using a standard format. (A saitple 
of this format is shewn in ;^3pendix C.) Using the standard format, in 
v*dch the purpose, objectives, procedures,, contribution to education, 
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products, and evaliaation had been pre-writ±en by the BVaE Ebranplary 
Program Coordinator, the applicant had only to fill iA the name of the 
program and the sdiool. 

The budget for an Exemplary program application was also 
standardized, with line-item categories for e55)enditures set for 
printing, mailing, substitute teachers, travel, and development of a 
slide-tape or videotape presentaticai describing the Program. The fuding 
granted to an Exemplary Program had to be utilized to encourage other 
schools to replicate their exemplary program practices, i.e., 
"dissemination" of the Exertplary Program. The BIKE Exemplary Program 
Project was designed to utilize the concept of "modeling" as the most 
cost-efficient means of program inproveroent because it avoided wasting 
time and money in the di:5)lication of exertplary materials, practices, and 
procedures. 

The Exertplary Program budgeted activities, as listed above, 
supported the standardized objectives of the Exertplary Program 
dissemination grant applications. Ihe objectives, as listed on the one- 
page narrative of the application, were to: 

Provide a model for others to d:>serve. 

Disseminate curriculum and instructional naterials to be used 
by other vocational educators wishing to iiiprove programs. 

Provides examples of exertplary instructional behaviors to 
vocational teachers. 

Furnish technical assistance to r^licating school personnel. 
Proaw^te quality vocational education. 

Provide presentations at workshops, conferences, and meetings 
of vocational educators. 
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Attend conferences to maintain hi^ levels of instructional 
cxxrpetency and curriculxim validity*^ 

{The Replication Project budget included all of the above, with an 
additional line item for tiie purchase of equipment and supplies. 
R^licat'^on of an Exernplary Program curriculum, equipment, and materials 
was considered to be a cost-effective means of program inprovement.) 

After an Exemplary Program application was reviewed at BVAE, a site 
visit was made the EWAE Exertplary Prcgram C3oordinator axYi/cx 
designee (s) . Based vpon the observations and information obtained frm 
the site visit (s), eadi teacher anchor administrator was officially 
notified vjhether or not the program had been selected as an Exenplary 
Program* (Programs that did riot qualify as Exemplary were provided with 
infonnation relative to the specific changes that were needed to ineet the 
established criteria.) 

The programs officicilly selected as Exenplary were notified by the 
Department of Education of their selection and received recognition in 
the fonns of news releases, certificates, and banners presented at the 
annual Pennsylvania Vocational Education Ctonferenoe (PVEC) . Each program 
that offically designated as Exemplary had to signify its willingness to 
participate in this project, agree to schedule visitation days for 
visitors who dasired to see the program in operation, and file a final 
r^rt at the end of the funding year, describing dissemination 
activities, inclxading a list of visitors. 

Exenplary programs that maintained E^Kitplary standards could apply 
for a $2500 dissemination activities grant in the succeeding years, 
whereas Replication Projects were eligible for only one one--year grant, 
to a maximum of $6000, to replicate the identified Exonoplary Program(s). 
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-plications for both Exernplary and R^lication Projects were reviewed 
during the period from June to Janiary of each funding year*^ 

Ihe procedures for application for Exertplary Program status, 
dissemination, and r^licaticai were modified in the FY 1987-88 
"Guidelines for Submission of implications for Vocational Education 
FuncSs." For FY 1987-88, a pre-application was still required; however, 
the required narrative was e>5)anded to five double-spaced pages (maximum) 
addressing objectives, procedures, expected contribution to education, 
products to be submitted to BVAE, and evaluation, 

In the F5f 1987-88 "Guidelines," the eligible agencies were vinchanged 
from the previous ye^, as were the "priorities"; i.e., "Priority A" 
addressed grant si:?3port for Exertplary dissemination activites , and 
"Prior ttY B" addressed grant si:?3port for r^lication of an Exeirplary 
Program. However, v*dle the prior years provides for $2500 in 
dissemination funding to siqpport "Priority A," for Fif 1987-88 this was 
increased. Figure 1 shows the 1987-88 schedule for funding for Exeirplary 
Program dissemination grants. 
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FXGDRE 1 

SCHEDDUB OF EXEMPEAECf DISSEMINAXIGN lUNDdS 

FISCAL YESR 1987-1388^^ 

Nuiiiber of Years Served (as Ejsaiplary) 
Exerrplary 



Progi^ams 












in an I£A 


*1 


*2 


**3 




5 6 thru 10 


1 


4K 


2.5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K — 


2 


8K 


5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


3 


12K 


7.5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


4 


16K 


lOK 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


5 


20K 


12. 5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


6 


24K 


15K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


7 


28K 


17. 5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 


8 


32K 


2.5K 


2K 


2.5K 


1.5K 



*Tot€LL aitiount of e}ranplary funds an LEA may receive, 
**Ainount received for each exemplary program in an lEA. 



HMOGE OF TSE SHOIX 

Biis stu(ty, Assessment of the Iitpact of the Exemplary Proaram 
Project for Vocational Education (Identification, Dissemination^ and 
Replication - 1983 to 1986 . vas conducted for the Pennsylvania Depa3±itient 
of Education's Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education by the University 
of Pittsburg's Vocational Educaticsi Program to determine vAiether the 75 
Exemplary Programs and Replication Projects funded in Pennsylvania in F£ 
1983-84, Py 1984-85, Py 1985-86, and July to December of Py 1986-87 were 
productive in acconplishing the intent of the funding and to provide 
recanmendations for future management of the Exemplary Program Project. 

Specifically, the purpose of the study was to determine: 

1. Benefits of the exemplary vocational education program 
identification to the local education agnecy, the specific 
vocational program, and the statewide curricula dissemination 
effort. 
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2. Dissemination activities engaged in by the exeitplary vocational 
education programs. 

3. Srooesses by vMdi schools/vocationc education programs beooroe 
involved in the replicjation process and subsequent funding. 

4. Services provides to funded r^lication programs by the mentor 
exerrplary voca.tional education programs. 

5. Outcdtes of r^lication grants and determinants of a suooessful 
r^licatioi process. 

In sunmary, the study examined the extent to \Mch the D^>art3tient of 
Education's Exenplary Program Project for Vocational Education (inclixJing 
replication programs) have been suooessful in accotplishing their 
objectives, or, the extent to viiich the present (sic) strategy of funding 
resulted in (1) successful exenplary prograin/replication project 
inplementation , (2) the dissemination of effective vocational education 
progranroing to the local education agency (lEA) , the specific vocational 
program and the state-wide coirpetency-based curriculum effort, and (3) 
Ttiotivation for scliool officials and teachers to develop or r^licate 
additional exemplary programs. The study provides evidence that will 
help to determine if the ejqpenditure of funds for programs/projects 
should remain constant or \Aiether new strategies are necessary. 

OTJBCnVES OF THE SHJEW 

m order to assess the iirpact of the characteristics and outcoirves of 
the Department of Educaticai's Emiplary Program Project for Vocational 
Education, including dissaiiinaticai and replication projects funded durirjg 
the four-year period of F5f 1983-84, 1984-85, 1985-86, and 1986-87 (to 
December 31, 1986) , the stu^ objectives were: 

1. To analyze the population served throu^ the Exemplary Program 
and Replication Project. 
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2. To determine the benefits of exenoplary status to a vocational 
educaticHi program. 

3. To cSetennine ^iihether and to what extent there are benefits to a 
school v*iere an exenplary vocatic»ial education program is 
located. 

4. To identify the exenplary vocational education program 
disseandnaticai activities. 

5. To determine hew schools learned about Exenplary Program 
Project and Project Replication funds. 

6. To list services provided by State staff to r^lication 
projects. 

7. To identi:^ the characteristics of an exemplary vocational 
education program and associated r^lication project. 

8. To identic the levels of local sc?:port (fiscal included) 
needed to si^plement exeanoplary program funding. 

9. To determine whether and to what extent project funding is 
adequate for replication of an exemplary vocational education 
program. 

10. To determine v^t State level benefits result fron exenplary 
program activiiy disseminatiOT and program r^licatic»i. 

11. To determine whether and to \A)at extent the Exenplary Program 
Project for Vocational Educaticxi should be continued. 

OOMPOSTEION OF THE KEPCRT 
Chapter II of this report relates several configurations of the 
demographic detailing of E«Jiplary Programs and Replication Projects 
funded during the study years, ihis information was assembled from a 
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review of BVAE records of ftmded projects. 

Chapter III details the methodology \ased in the research project. 
It relates to the develo|ia«-rt: and content of survey questionnaires and 
interview schedules, as well as the method used to determine survey and 
interview populaticms. 

Chapter IV contains the presentation of data collected through 
self-reporting questionnaires issued to administrators and teachert of 
Exeirplary Programs and Ri^lication Projects and through c»i--site 
visitations. 

Based on analysis of this data, a summary of findings appears in 
Chapter V, answering the questicais posed by the 11 objectives of the 
study. 

Reocxtirendations for programnatic and fiscal operation of the 
Department's Exestglryy Program Project are found in Chapter VI. Biis 
chapter also relates guidelines useful in preparing a delivery model for 
future Exeaqplary Programs and Replication Projects in Pennsylvania. 

The Appendices contain saitples of PDE forms, survey instruments and 
interview guide tised in site visitations to a selected saitple of 17 
funded projects. 

RXXINJIES 

^"Exeitplary 'Programs in Vocational Education." Bureau of Vocational and 
Adult Education, Pennsylvnaia D^)artment of Education, Harrisburg, 
PA, 1986. 

2"lhe NaticMial CJenter for Research in Vocational Education Final 
Reports." Columbus, C*uo, 1985-86, p. 63. 

3"Exenplary Programs in Vocational Education." Bureau of Vocational and 
Adult Education, Pennsylvania D^)artment of Education, Harrisburg, 
PA, 1986. 

^Ibid, 
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Funds, 1983-84, 1984-85, 1985-86, and 1986-87." Bureau of 
Vocational and Adult Education, Pennsylvania D^artmb^it of 
Education, Harrisburg, PA. 

^ibid. 

7"E>^eitplary Program Dissemination Proposal." Efennsylvania Departnent of 
Education, August 19, 1986. 

^Ibid. 

^"Guidelines for Sutmission of i^lications for Vocational Education 
Funds , 1983-84 , 1984-85 , 1985-86 , and 1986-87 . " Bureau of 
Vocational and Adult Educaticai, Pennsylvania D^artiaent of 
Education, Harrisburg, PA. 

^*^"Guidelines for Subodssion of i^lications for Vocational Education 
Funds, 1987-88." Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education, 
Pennsylvania Department of Education, Harrisburg, PA. 
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BlCgaXJaSD INFCCHKrKK 

Throu^ a review of BVAE rec»rx3s pertaining to the Exernplary Program 
Project^ evidence determined that 42 vocational programs have been 
awarded and maintained Ebreicplary Program status between the inc^ion of 
the Program Project in F5f 1983-84 and the cut-off date for this stud/^ 
Deoertiber 31^ 1986. R^lication Project grants were first awarded in F5f 
1984-85. According to B7AE records^ 33 Replication Projects were 
eligible for incliasion in the study; i.e.^ those receiving approval and 
funded during fY 1984-85 and FY 1985-86. 

As is shown in Figure 2, the 75 funded programs (42 E)ffi3:rplary 
Programs and 33 Replication Projects) that oonprised the pc^xilation of 
interest were located in 47 public-sector schools in Pennsylvania. In 
Figure 2, the schools are listed alphabetically and are numbered 1 
throu^^ 47 according to alphabetical reference. Liloewise^ Exeicplary 
Programs and/or Replication Projects located at schools are presented 
alphabetically and not according to any funding precedence. (It should 
be noted that the Nurse Assisting R^lication Project in Carbon C3ounty 
AVIS is a replication of an Exenplary Program^ no longer in existance due 
to loss of the Exenplary Program teadier^ at the Alvin Swenson Skills 
Center. Ml other R^lication Projects will be shown, in subsequent 
configurations, to be currently mentored.) 

Figure 3 presents the study population according to type of school 
setting: three coramunity colleges with one Exemplary Program each and 

12 
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EEQDRS 2 

srocBf taxjusnm cf isaasaxES nxxaoNS (FJf 1983-84, by 1984-85, 

lY 1985-86, FJf 1986 [JDIY 1-EBCEMBER 31], m) SEX!LEC3^0N 
HCOBCXS (FY 1984-85, lY 1985-86) 
AUBAEEEIGAIIY EV SCBOQL* 



Name 



ExEnplaiy 
Pcograa (11=42) 



Replication 
Project (»=33) 



Altoona AVTS 



AltcxDna Hi^ School 

Alvin Swensai Skills 
Center 



Bald Eagle Hi^ Sciiool 
Bensalem Hi^ School 

Berlin Brothersvall^ 
Hi^ School 

Bennudian Springs 
Hi^ School 

Bradford Hi^ School 
Hi^ School 

Bristol School 
District 

Brockway Hi^ School 
Carbon County AVTS 
Central Oolvmibia AVES 



central Westmoreland 
County AVIS 



Assessasient/IteaDtiediatioiV 
Mainstreaming 



Baking 
Child Care 
Drafting 
Attendant 
Clinical Assisting 
Dental Assisting 
Pood ftervide 



Carpentry 
Data Processing 
Heatlng/VentilatiorVAir 
Conditioning 



]jTdustrial Arts/Drafting 
Vocatioial Guidance 



Business Education 

Cooperative EcJucatiory 
Diversified Oocipations 

Business Education 



Industrial Arts/Drafting 

Single Parent/Hbraenaker 

Diversified Ooccpations 

Industrial Arts/Wood 

Nurse Assisting 

Marketing/Distributive 
Education 

Diversified Occcpations 
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FXGQRE 2 (CSontiiuad) 



Mane 



Exaoplary 
Brogram (K=42) 



Replication 
Project (N=33) 



Crawford County AVTS 

Delaware County 
CGmnunity College 

Derry Area Hi^ 
Sdhool 

Eastern lancaster 
S<diool District 

Eastern Montgcmery 
County AVES 



Erie County AVES 
Forbes Eoad East AVES 
Franklin County AVES 



Governor Mifflin Hi^ 
School 

Harrisburg-Steelton 
Hi^ispire AVIS 

Huntingdai County 
AVES 

Lackawanna Trail 
Hi^ School 

Lafce-Lehinan Hi^ 
School 

L^^anon County AVTS 



lehi^ County AVES 



Ilttlestcwn Ki^ 
School 



Welding 

Single Parent/Hcxnanaker 
Horticulture 



Auto Boc^ 
Oonnnercial Art 
Electronics 

Sex Equity 



Diversified Ooctpaticais 



Industrial Arts/Wood 



Cosmetology 

Iferketing/Distributive Education 

Occcqpaticaial/Transitional 
Single Earent/Hbroanaker 
Vocational Guidance 



Agriculture Production 



Cooperative BducaticxV 
Diversified Oocupatiais 



Sex Equity 

Marteting/Distritoutive 
Bc3ucatic»i 



Industrial Arts/Drafting 



Marketing/Distributive 



Cooperative Education 



Cooperative Education 



Welding 



Agriculture Production 
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NEone 



Exaiplary 
Program (tt=^12) 



Replication 
Project (N=33) 



Luzerne County 
Qxir^anity CJollege 

McReesport AVES 



5ferc5er C3cunty AVES 



Single Parent/Homenaker 



Single Parent/HoDesnaker 
Vocational Guidance 



Money Hi^ School — 
Norristcwn Hi^ School Industrial Arts/Drafting 
North Fayette AVES — 



Northanpton C3ounty — 
Cocirminity Ctollegci 

Penn Hills High — 
School 

Reading High School Accounting 

General Office 
Secretarial 

Industrial Arts/Metal 
Project S.E.T. 
Sex Equity 

Industrial Maintenance 



School District of 
Pittsburg 



Shikellany Hi^ 
School 

Solanco Hi^ School 

Steelton-Hi^ispire 
Hi^ School 



Tyi^n^ Hi^ School 
Twin Valley High School 

Warren County AVES 



Agriculture Production 

Accounting 
General Office 
Secretarial 

Agriculture Production 



Business Education 
Industrial Arts/Drafting 



Diversified Occc^tions 



Marloeting/Distributive 
Education 

Single Parent/Hcroenaker 



Industrial Arts/Drafting 



Business Education 
Diversified Oocqpations 

Business Education 
Vocational Guidance 
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EEGORE 3 



STOEV FCHKAIIGN OF EXENEIAEQT HOGKSNS AND REEIZCAXICN 
HCOBCIS E£ TOG OP SCBDQL SEmNG 



Exeonplary Prograins 
School Name Program 



Replication Prtpiects 
School Name Program 



A. OCMMUNny OOUEGES 

1. Delaware C3ounty 

2. Luzerne County 

3. Williamsport 
Area 



1. Single Parent 

2. Single Parent 

3. Forest Tedinology 



1. Northampton 
County 



1. Single 
E»ent 



B. AREA VDCmONMi-TECHNICRL SCHOOIS 



!• Altoona 

2. Central West- 
moreland County 



3* Crawford County 

4. Eastern 
Montgomery County 

5. Erie County 

6. Lebanon County 



7. Lehi^ County 



8* Mercer County 



9. Swenson Skills 
Center 



10. Wiltees-Barre 



1. Mainstreaming 

2. Central Westmore- 
land County 

3. Heating, Air 
Conditioning 
Ventilation 

4. Scientific Data 
Processing 

5. Welding 

6. Auto Body Repeiir 

7. Ccjnaercial Art 

8. Electronics 

9. Equity 

10. Cosanetology 

11. Marketing/Distri 
butive Educaticai 

12. Single Parent 

13. Occi^ticaial 
Transition 

14. VocationEd 
Guidance 

15. Single Parent 

16. Vocational 
Guidance 

17. Baking 

18. Qiild Care 

19. Clinical Lab 

20. Dental Assisting 

21. Food Management, 
Producticni, 
Service 

22. Madiine Shop 



1. Carbon County 

2. Central West- 
moreland County 



3. Fobes Road East 

4. Franklin County 



5. Harrisburg- 
Steelton- 
Hi^ispire 

6. Huntingdon 
County 

7. Lebanon County 

8. Lehi^ County 

9. McReesport 



10. North Fayette 



11. Swenson Skill 
Center 

12. Warren County 



1. NUrse 
Assisting 

2. Diversified 
Occupations 

3. Pood Service 

4. Marketing/ 
Distributive 

5. Sex Equity 

6. Marketing/ 
Distributive 
Education 

7. Drafting & 
Design 
Technology 

8. Marketing/ 
Distributive 
Education 

9. Co-op 
Education 

10. Welding 

11. Business 
Education 

12. Drafting & 
Design 
Technology 

13. Marketing/ 
Distributiv 
Education 

14. lA-Drafting 

15. Business 
Education 

16. Vocational 
Guidance 
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Exenplary Proarains Replication Projects 

School Nams Program School Naitie Program 



OCMHREHE^IVE HIGH SCHOOLS 



!• Harry S. Truman 


1. 


Diversified 
Occi^tions 


1. 


Altoona 


1. 


Industrial 
Arts - 


2. Derry Area 


2. 


Agriculture- 








Drafting 






Horticulture 


2. 


Bald Eagle 


2. 


Business 


3. Governor Mifflin 


3. 


Diversified 








Education 






Occipations 


3. 


Bensadem 


3. 


Oo-op 


4« Lake-Lehman 


4. 


Industricd Arts- 








EducatiorV" 
Diversified 






f9bod 








5. Korristown 


5. 


Drafting 








Occi^tions 


6. Pittsbur^-TPeabocfy 


6. 


Industrial Arts- 
Netals 


4. 


Berlin 

Brothersvalley 


4. 


Business 
Education 




7. 


Disadvantaged 


5. 


Bemudian 


5. 


Industrial 




8. 


Sex Equity 




Springs 




Arts - 


7. Reading 


9. 


Bus. Ed. - 








Dreifting 






Accounting 


6. 


Bradford 


6. 


Single 




10. 


Bus. Ed. - 








Parent 






General Office 


7. 


BrxxOcMay 


7. 


Industrial 




11. 


Bus. Ed. - 








Arts - 


8. Shikellairy 




Secretarial 








Woodworking 


12. 


Industried 
Maintenance 


8. 


Centred 
Oolunfcja 


8. ] 


Marketii'ig 
Dist./Bduc. 


9. Solanco 


13. 


Agriculture 


9. 


Derry Area 


9. 


Oo-op Educ. 






Producticai 


10. 


Eastern 


10. 


Vocational 


10. Steelton-Hi^tispire 14. 


Bus. Ed. - 




Lancaster 




Agriculture 






Accounting 


11. 


Lackawanna 


11. C3o-cp Educ. 




15. 


Bus. Ed. - 
General Office 


12. 


Littlestcwn 


12. 


Vocational 
Agriculture 




16. 


Bus. Ed. - 

Secretarial 


13. 


Money 


13. 


Diversified 
Occipations 


11. Tyrone 


17. 


Agriculture 
Production 


14. 


Penn Hills 


14. 


Industrial 
Arts - 










Twin Valley 




Drafting 








15. 


15. 
16. 


Business 
Education 
Diversified 
Oocipations 



TCfTKLS: 

Exemplary Replication 
24 Schools 42 Programs 27 Schools 33 Programs 
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one with one Replication Project; ten AVTSs with 22 of the Exenplary 
Erograins and 12 with 16 Replication Projects; and 11 coirprehensive hi^ 
schools with 17 Exenplary Programs, as well as 15 hi^ schools with a 
total of 16 R^lication Projects. 

EXQIPCABY HnSSHS 
As was illustrated in Figures 2 and 3, the 42 Exenplary Prograiis of 
the study years were located in three ooraraunity colleges (OCs) , ten area 
vocational-technical schools (AVESs), and 15 ooraprdiensive high schools 
(HSs). 

An alphabetical distribution (not shewn) of the schools in vMch the 
42 Exenplary Programs were located is the basis for the numbering system 
used in Figure 4, Exenplary Program Schools by Region. As is shown in 
Figure 4 and the aoccarpanying m^ (Figure 5) of Vocational Education 
Regions in Pennsylvania, there were more Exenplary Programs in the 
Eastern Region (24) than in the Western and Central Regions combined (11 
and seven, respectively) . As can be seen in Figure 5, viiere digits used 
to identify programs match those used in Figure 4, Exenplary Programs 
were not more prevalent jr the Eastern Region, they were more likely to 
serve the more populace areas. In the Western Region, Exenplary 
Programs were located in five of 20 counties: Alle^eny (three 
programs) ; Crawford (one program) ; Erie (one program) ; Mercer (two 
programs); and Westmoreland (four programs). In the Central Region, 
Exenplary Programs were located in four of 24 counties: Blair (two 
programs) ; Daiqphin (3 programs, all within one Business Education program 
at one school) ; lycoming (one program) ; and Northumberland (one program) . 
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FSSJBE A 

BXEMEUiBI HOGKAN SCBOCOS, EV BBSIGN FY 1984-84, BI 1984-85, 
AND n 1986-87 (TO EECEHBEP. 31, 1986) 



1^=42 



Western Region (N=ll) 



Central Region (N=7) 



Eastern Pegion (N=?4 



8 


— Central Westmorelarxl AVTS 


1 


- Altoona AVr«; 


9 


— C5entral VJestmorelaiYi AVTS 

« 




«- i^hi Vpn riTnv AVTS 


10 


- CSentxal Westmoreland AVTS 


36 


- Steelton-Highspire HS 


11 


- Crawford Ctounty AVTS 


37 


- Steelton-Highspire HS 


13 


- Derry Area HS 


L^g 


- Steelton-Hic^ispire HS 


17 


- Erie County AVTS 


40 


- Tyrone Area HS 


26 


- Mercer County AVTS 


42 


- Williamsport Area CC 


27 


- Meroer County AVTS 






32 


- School District of P^. 






33 


- School District of P^. 






34 


School District of P^. 







2 - Alvin Swenscxi 

Skills Center 

3 - Alvin Swr*nson 

Skills Caiter 

4 - Alvin Swensai 

Skills Center 

5 - Alvin Swenson 

Skills Center 

6 - Alvin Swenscsi 

Skills Center 

7 - Bristol SD 

(Harry S. Truma 
HS) 

12 - Delaware County 
CC * 



14 - Eastern Montgom 

ery AVTS 

15 - Eastern MOTtgam 

ery AVIS 

16 - Eastern Mcaitgan 

ery AVTS 

18 - Governor Mif fli 
HS 

20 - lebanon County 

ATES 

21 - Lebancxi County 

AVTS 



22 - L^c^ County 
AVTS 
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FiguEe 4 (Oontiiued) 



20 

N=42 



Western Regicai (N=ll) Central Region (N=7) Eastern Regicai (N=24 

23 - L^c^ County 

AVTS 

24 - L^c^ County 

AVTS 

25 - Iiizeme County 

CO 

28 - Nbrristown HS 

29 - Reading HS 

30 - Reading HS 

31 - Reading HS 

39 - Solanoo HS 

41 - WiUces-Barre 
AVTS 
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Figure 5 



Regional Distribution of Exemplary Programs in . innsylvania, 
FY 1983--84, 1984-85, 1985-86, and 
FY 1986-87 (to December 31, 1986) 



11 



WARRCN 



26, 27 



BEAVCR 
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WESTERN 
N = 11 

(11 Exemplary Programs) 



37 



(5 of 20 Counties) 



CENTRAL 
N = 7 

(7 Exemplary Programs) 
(4 of 24 Counties) 



EASTERN 
N = 24 
(24 Exemplary Programs) 

(9 of 23 Coanties) 



ro 
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Bie distribution of the 24 Exewplaiy Programs in the Eastern Region 
cxxaities was: Berks (four programs^ three of ^ch were in Business 
Education at one school) ; Bucks (one program) ; Tancastjer (two programs) ; 
LdDanon (one program) ; Ldiigh (three programs) ; Lazeme (four programs) ; 
Montgomery (three programs) ; and Riiladelphia (five programs) • 

Yet another ocnfigurative arrancfewent of the Exewplary Programs of 
the study population is shown in Figure 6^ vMch arranges the Exanplary 
Programs according to instructional content area. Of the 42 Prograne^ 
the instructional content of 28 of the Programs addressed the substantive 
areas of vocational education: Agriculture (four programs); Business 
Education (six programs, or three in aich of two school's Business 
Education programs) ; Health Occuaptions (t^^'o progtams) ; Home Eooncrooics 
(three programs); Marketing and Distributive Education (one program); 
Trade and Industrial Education (seven programs) ; Teainical Education (two 
programs); and Industrial Arts (three programs). While the seven 
s^>arate vocational program areas represented within the Trade and 
Industrial Education group appear to be the greatest nuitber of any of the 
substantive areac^ this^ of course^ only a small mmtoer of those in vfaLch 
instructicai is actually offered in the State. 

Ohe balance of the Exarplary Programs appear in Figure 6 under the 
general heading of ^Support Content." Ihese 14 prograns^ althouc^h also 
instructional^ are included in this groqp because of the opportunities 
they provide for guidance and 2^]lcation of vocational ccwpetencies 
throu^ special si5:port ccnponents. Ihe greatest nuntoers in tlds 
category were: Single Parent and Hccenaker (four prx^graite, three of 
which were at ccraounity colleges) ; and programs for the Disadvaivhaged and 



ERLC 



39 



23 



EEGORE 6 



N=42 



Instnactional Content (»=28) 



Agriculture (N^) 
13 - Derry Area HS - Horticulture 
40 - !iyrone - A/grioilture Production 
42 - WiUiaaiKport Area CC - Forestry 
39 - Solanoo HS - Agriculture 
Production 

T^V7lnpsg ]^ir?^tim (n=6) 

29 - Reading HS - Aooounting 

30 - Reading HS - General Office 

31 - Reading IS - Secretarial 

36 - Steelton-Hig^hspire HS - 

Aooounting 

37 - Steelton^gh^ire HS - General 

Office 

38 - Steelton-fligh^ire HS - 

SecretarisQ. 

Health occupations (»=2) 

5 - Alvin SwMison Skills Center - 

Clinical Assisting 

6 - Alvin Swenscn Skills Center - 

Dental Assisting 

HcTO P Eoonondcs (lf=3) 

2 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - 

Child Care Attendant 

3 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - 

Baking 

4 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - 

Pood Service 



Support Content (N=14) 



Disadvantaaed/Handicapped {lt=4) 
22 - Lehicih County AVTS - 
Ooccpational Transition 



Industrial Arts (1^3) 
33 - Pittsburgh SD - Metals Manufacturing 
19 - LakB-L*nian HS - Industrial Arts/Wood 
28 - Nbrristcwn HS - Drafting/Design 
Technology 



Marketiner (1^1) 

20 - Ldaanon County AVTS 

Technical (1^) 

9 - Central Westmoreland County AVTS 

Scientific Data Processing 
16 - Eastern Hontgoroer County AVTS - 
Electronics 



Trade/industrial (N=7) 

8 - Central Westmoreland County AVTS - 

Carpentry 
11 - Crawford County AVTS - Htelding 
10 - Central Westmoreland County AVTS -HVAC 

21 - L^aanon County AVTS - Cosmetology 

14 - Eas t ern Montgomery County AVTS - 

Auto Body 

15 - Eastern MMrtgoroery County AVTS - 

CGnmercial Art 
41 - Wilkes-Barre AVTS - Ifechine Shc^ 



Single I'^rent (l*=4) 
25 - luzeme County CC 
27 - Meroer County AVTS 
12 - Delaware County CC 
23 - Ldiigh County AVTS 
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Figure 6 (QontiruBd) 



Su pport Onntent (N=14) 



Diversified Oc?cuDaticais/Oc>-op (N=2) 
18 - Governor Mifflin HS - 

Diversified Occupations 
7 - Bristol SD - Diversified 

Oocipations 

Sex Equity (1^2) 
32 - Pittsburg SD 
17 - Erie CSounty AVES 



voration al Guidance (N=2) 
24 - Ldii^ County AVES 
26 - Mercer County AVES 



^School nunfeers are keyed to Figures 4 and 5. 
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KandicaK)ed (four programs) . In this gxxyijp, there are also two Sex 
Equity Programs, two Diversified Ooct^ations (Cooperative Education) 
Programs, and two Progams in Vocational Guidance. 

EXEMECAFOr RlNniNG, £Y FISCAL YESR 

Figure 7, (Iceyed numerically to Figures 4, 5, and 6) illustrates 
Exenplary Programs according to the year they first received 
dissemination grants: fY 1984-85, 1985-86, or 1986 (the first half of F5f 
1986-87). EUring the first year of dissemination fundings, 18 grants 
were awarded, with ten of these going to programs in the Eastern Region. 
IXaring the second year of dissemination grants (F5f 1985-86), ten new 
Program grants were awarded. In the first half of FY 1986-87, 14 more 
Programs were added to the dissemination grant list, nine of viiich were 
in the Eastern Region. 

Figure 8 details (alphabetically, by school name) funding data 
derived from PDE-EWAE records. Figure 8 shows the 53 dissemination 
grants that were awarded to the 42 Exenplary Programs included in the 
study pc^)ulation durirg F5fs 1984-85 and 1985-86, as well as those 
approved ancVor actually awarded during the first half of F^ 1986-87. 
(It should be noted here that sane Programs were cited as Exemplary 
Programs during F5f 1983-84, as will be indicated in Chapter IV. However, 
dissemination grants were not awarded xmtil F^ 1984-85) . 

Figure 8 indicates the IDE Contract Number and Fiscal Year and 
amount of dissemimtion funding awarded to schools (alphabetical 
listing) . Also shown in Figure 8 are the corresponding Exemplary Program 
names, with the school administrator of record (according to the grant 
application) and the name of the teacher in charge of the Exemplary 
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EEGQRB 7 

FY 1984-85, fY 1985-«6, AND 1986 EXEHFIABY DESSEHDlKnGN CR3GRi»6, 

EY EESCAL YEAR AMD EBG3]CXf* 

Mh42 



1984-85 {lf=18) 



Western Recdc^ (N=6) 
8 - Oentrsil Westmoreland AVES - 

Carpentry 
11 - Crawford County AVrS - Welding 
13 - Derry Area HS - Horticulture 

26 - Mercer County AVES - Guidance 

27 - Mercer County AVES - Single 

Parent/liomeaaaaker 

Central Recrion (N=3) 

36-38 - Steelton-Highi^ire HS - 

Accounting, General Office, 

Secretcirial 



Eastern Recdon (lf=10) 

2 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - 

Clinical Assisting 

3 - Alvin SwoTScn Skills Center - 

Food Service 
18 - Governor Mifflin HS - Diversified 

Ood^tions 
20 - L^xuion County AVTS - Merchandising/ 

Distributive Education 
22 - L*igh County AVES - Vocational Guidance 
25 - luzerene County CC - Single Parent/ 

Honaoaaker 
28 - Nbrristown HS - Industrial Arts/ 

Drafting 

29-31 - Reading IB - Accounting, General 
Office, Secretarial 



1985-86 (lf=18) 



Western Recrion (lf=4) 
9 - Central Westmoreland AVES - 
Scientific Data Processing 
10 - Central Westmoreland AVES - HVAC 

32 - School District of Pittsburgh - 

Sex Equity 

33 School District of Pittsburg - 
Industrial Arts/Metals 

Central Recrion (lf=l) 

40 - Tyrone HS - Agriculture Producticxi 



.lastem Rotulon (lf=5) 

4 - Alvin Svenson Skills Center - Baking 

5 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - Dental 

Assisting 
7 - Bristol SD (Harry S* Truman HS) - 

Diversified Occipations 
12 - Delaware County CC - Single Parent/ 
Hcmeanaker 

19 - Lake-Lehman HS - Industrial Arts/Wood 



1986 (^^14) 



Vfestem Region (lf=2) 

34 - School District of Pittsburgh 

Project S.E.T. 
17 - Erie County AVES - S^ Equity 



Eastern Begicai (N=9) 
6 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center - 
Child Care Attendant 

14 - Eastern Montgomery AVES - Auto Bocfy 

15 - Eastern Montgcraery AVES - Coiiinercial Art 
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Figure 7 (Oontinied) 

Oentral Racdon (N=^3) 
1 - Altoona AVCS - Assessanent and 

Renediation For Maistreaming 
35 - ShiJcellany HS Ihdustiral 

ttaiiitenanoe 
42 - William^rt Area CX: - Forest, 

OJedinology 



16 - Eastern Montgoraery AVES • Electronics 
21 - Lebanon County AVTS - Cosmetology 

23 - L*ic(lx County AVTS - Single Parent/ 

24 - Lehic^ County AVTS - Ooctpational 

Transition 
39 - Solanoo HS - Agriculture Production 
41 - Wilfces-Barre AVTS - Machine Shop 



♦School nuntoers are keyed to Figures 4, 5, and 6. 
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Figure 8 



Pennsylvania Exemplary Vocational Education Program Dissemination Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-«86 and FY 1986-87 



Nuober 



Contract 
Nmnber 



84-7023 



84-5018 



84-5018 



Fiscal 
Year 



1986-87 



1985 



1985 



4 84-6011 1985-86 



5 ' .84-6011 1985-86 



6 84-6011 1986-87 



7 84-6009 1985-86 



PDE 
Funding 



53 funded dissemination grants to 
42 Exenplary Programs 



School 



Program 



$ 2,500 Altoona Area Vocational-Technical 

School 
1500 Fourth Avenue 
Altoona, PA 16602-3695 

4,000* Alvln A. Swenson Skills Center 

Red Lion Road East of Roosevelt 

Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

Alvln A. Swenson Skills Center 
Red Lion Rosd East of Roosevelt 

Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

4,500* Alvln A, Swenson Skills Center 

hud Lion Road East of Roosevelt 

Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

Alvln A. Swenson Skills Center 
Red Lion Road East of Roosevelt 

Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

Alvln A. Swenson Skills Center 
Red Lion Road East of Roosevelt 

Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

2,500 Bristol Towr^shlp School District 

Harry S, Truman High School 
3001 Green Lane 
Levlttown, PA 19057 



Administrator 



Tcacner 



Assessment and 
Remediation For 
Malnstreamlng 



Clinical Lab 
Assisting 



Food Management, 
Production and 
Services 



Commercial Baking 



Dental Assisting 



Child Care Attendant 



Diversified 
Occupations 
Education 



William Moore Norman Nagl 

(Voc. Spec. Ed. Coord.) 



Jon Hunt 

(Trade Coordinator) 



Jon Hunt 

(Trade Coordinator) 



Jon Hunt 

(Trade Coordinator) 



Jon Hunt 

(Trade Coordluator) 



Jon Hunt 

(Trade Coordinator) 



Gertrude Brown 



Stuart Kaplan 



David Wiley 



Elaine Donsky 



Ernestine Allston 



Joseph DeFranco 
(Vocational Suoervlsor) 



Jack Masslelo 
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Figure 8 (Continued) 



Pennsylvania Fxemplary Vocational Education Program Dissemination Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Munber 



Contract 
Number 



Fiscal 

Year 



PDE 
Fund Ing 



School 



Program 



Administrator 



Teacher 



84-5003 



8A-6030 



1984-85 



1985-86 



10 8A-6020 1985-86 



11 84-6020 1985-86 



12 84-5012 1984-85 



13 84-6014 1985-86 



14 84-6002 1985-86 



15 84-5011 1984-85 



$ 2»500 Ce;ural Westmoreland Area 

Vocatlonal-Iechnlcal School 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15G72 

2»500 Central Westmoreland Area 

Vocational-Technical School 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15672 

1,000 Central Westmoreland Area 

Vocational-Technical School 
240 Arona Road 
New Stantor, PA 15672 

1,000 Central Westmoreland Area 

Vocational Technical School 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15672 

2,500 Crawford County Area Vocational- 

Technical School 
860 Thurston Road 
Meadvllle, PA 16335 

2,500 Crawford County Area Vocational- 

Technical School 
860 Thurston Road 
Meadvllle, PA 16335 

2,500 Delaware County Community College 

Route 252 & Media Line Road 
Media, PA 19063 

2,500 Derry Area High School 

R. D. ifl. Box 169 
Derry, PA 15627 



Vocational Carpentry dentin C. Martin 
(Director) 



Vocational Carpentry dentin C. Martin 
(Director) 



Scientific 

Data Processing 



dentin C. Martin 
(Director) 



Heating, Air dentin C. Martin 

Conditioning, and (Director) 
Refrigeration 



Vocational Welding 



Vocational Welding 



Single Parent/ 
Homemaker 



Vocational 
Horticulture 



B. A. Fisher 
(Director) 



B. A. Fisher 
(Director) 



Arthur Smith 
(Dean) 



Charles Shirley 
(Principal) 



William Shoaf 



William Shoaf 



Ruth Ann Ament Shoaf 



Bill Richardson 



Worth Hammond 



Worth Hammond 



Suzanne Whltaker 



Kenneth Rhodes 
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Figure 8 (Continued) 



Pennsylvania Exemplary Vocational Education ?rogram Dissemination Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Number 



Contract 
Number 



Fiscal 
Year 



PDE 
Funding 



School 



Program 



Administrator 



Teacher 



16 84-6010 1985-86 $ 2»500 Derry Area High School 

R. D. #1» Box 169 
Derry, PA 15627 

17 84-7036 1986-87 4,500* Eastern Montgomery County A'-ea 

Vocational-Technical School 
175 Tervood Road 
Willow Grove, PA 19090 



18 



19 



84-7036 



84-7036 



1986-87 



1986-87 



Eastern Montgomery County Area 

Vocational-Technical School 
175 Tervood Road 
Willow Grove, PA 19090 

Eastern Montgomery County Area 

Vocational-Technical School 
173 Tervood Road 
Willow Grove, PA 19090 

20 84-7015 1986-87 2,500 Erie County Area Vocational- 

Technical School 
8500 Oliver Road 
Erie, PA 16509 

21 84-5017 1984-85 2,500 Governor Mifflin High School 

Box C750, 10 South Wuverly Street 
Shllllngton, PA 1?607 

22 84-6015. 1985-86 2,500 Governor Mifflin High School 

Box C750, 10 South Waverly Street 
Shllllngton, PA 19607 

23 84-6046 1985-86 2,500 Lake-Lehman High School 

Lehman, PA 18627 

24 84-5002 1984-85 2,500 Lebanon County Vocational-Technical 

School 
833 Metro Drive 
Lebanon, PA 17042 



Vocational 
Horticulture 



Auto Body Repair 



Commercial Art 



Electronics 



Sex Equity 



Diversified 
Occupations 



Diversified 
Occupations 



Charles Shirley 
(Principal) 



Armand Frees 
(Dlrectv-r) 



Armand Frees 
(Director) 



/Armand Frees 
(Director) 



Richard DeLuca 
(Director) 



Chris Sherk 
(Principal) 



Chris Sherk 
(Principal) 



Industrial Arts/ John Zaleskls 

Woodworking Technology (Principal) 

Marketing & Dlstribu- Peter Uhllg 
tlve Education (Director) 



Kenneth Rhodes 



Richard Peacock 



Judith Leer 



Earl Richards 



Neala Foursprlng 



Joanne Dletz 



Joaiine Dletz 



Bryon Race 



James Karsnltz 



49 
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Figure 8 (Continued) 


















Pennsylvania Exemplary Vocational Education Program DlsseaWlon Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 








Number 


Contract 
Muober 


Fiscal 
Year 


PD£ 
Funding 


School 


Program 


Administrator 


To a r« li /> v> 






25 


84-6004 


1985-86 


2,500 


Lebanon County Vocational-Technical 

School 
833 Metro Drive 
Lebanon, PA 17042 


Marketing & Distribu- 
tive Education 


Peter Uhllg 
(Director) 


Jametf Karsnltz 






26 


84-7018 


1986-87 




Lebanon County Vocational school 

School 
833 Metro Drive 
Lebanon, PA 1''042 


Cosmetology 


Peter Uhllg 
(Director) 


Faye Dice 






27 


8; .5004 


1984-85 


.2,500 


Lehigh County Vocational-Technical 

School 
2300 Main Street 
SchnecksvUle, PA 18078 


Vocational Guidance 


Joseph Rothdeuuach 
(Director) 


Joseph Smar 






28 


84-6007 


1985-86 


2,500 


Lehigh County Vocational-Technical 

School 
2300 Main Street 
Schnecksvllle, PA 18078 


Vocational Guidance 


Joseph Rothdeutach 
(Dl rector) 


Joseph Smar 






29 


84-7017 


1986-87 


^,500* 


Lehigh County Vocational-Technical 

School 
2300 Main Street 
Schnecksvllle, PA 18078 


Occupational/ 
Transitional 


Joseph Rothdcutach 
(Director) 


Connie Wolfe 






30 


84-7017 


1986-87 




Lehigh County Vocational-Technical 

School 
2300 Main Street 
Schnecksvllle, PA 18078 


Single Parent/ 
Homemake r 


Joseph Rothdcutach 
(Director) 


Maryann Haytmanek 






31 


84-5008 


1984-85 


2',500 


Luzerne County Community College 
Prospect Street & Middle Road 
Nanclcoke, PA 18634 


Single Parent/ 
Homemake r 


Byron Myers 
(Dean) 


Maureen Ambrose 






32 


84-6033 


1985-86 


2,500 


Luzerne County Community College 
Prospect Street & Middle Road 
Nantlcoke, PA 18634 


Single Parent/ 
Homemake r 


Byron Myers 
(Dean) 


Maureen Ambrose 






33 


84-5007 

51 


1984-85 


3,500* 


Mercer County Area Vocational- 
Technical School 
P. 0. Box 152 
Mercer, PA 16137 


Vocational Guidance 


Robert Brovm 
(Director) 


Richard Miller 

CO 
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Figure 8 (Continued) 



Pennsylvania Exemplary Vocational Education Program Dissemination Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Konber 



Contract 
Number 



Fiscal 
Year 



PDE 
Funding 



School 



Program 



Administrator 



Teacher 



34 



35 



84-5007 



84-6005 



1984-85 



1985-86 



36 84-6005 1985-86 



37 84-5005 1984-85 



38 84-6017 1985-86 



Mercer County Area Vocational- 
Technical School 
P. 0. Box 152 
Mercer, PA 16137 

3,500^' Mercer County Area Vocational- 

Technical School 
P. 0, Box 152 
Mercer, PA 16137 

Mercer County Area Vocational- 
Technical School 
P. 0. Box 152 
Mercer, PA 16137 

2,500 Norrlstovm Area High School 

1900 Eagle Drive 
Norristown, PA 19403 

2,500 Norristown Area High School 

1900 Eagle Drive 
Norristown, PA 19403 



Single Parent/ 
Homemakcr 



Vocational Guidance 



Single Parent/ 
Homemake r 



Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design 



Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design 



Robert Brown 
(Director) 



Robert Broim 
(Director) 



Robert Blown 
(Director) 



Barry Spencer 
(Principal) 



Barry Spencer 
(Principal) 



Shirley Gajda 



Richard Miller 



Shirley Cajda 



John Stoudt 



John St yuac 



39 
40 
41 

42 



. 84-6006 



84-6012 



1984-85 



1985-86 



43 84-6012 1985-86 



6,500 Reading Senior High School 

13th and Douglas Street 
Reading, PA 19604 

3,500* School District of Pittsburg 

Occupational Vocational Traln^ 
850 Bcggs Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15211 



.g Ctr, 



School District of Pittsburgh 
Occupational Vocational Training Ctr« 
850 Boggs Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15211 



Business Education - 
Accounting, General 
Office, Secretarial 

Sex Equity 



Industrial Arts - 
Metal Manufacturing 



Richard Flanncry 
(Principal) 



Fred Monaco 
(Director) 



Al Ulrlch 
(Supervisor) 



Barbara Kllnk 



Linda Thomas 



Lawrence Kamcnlcky 
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Figure 8 (Continued) 



Pennsylvania Exemplary Vocational Education Program Dissemination Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Contract Fiscal PDE 

Number Number Year Funding School Program Administrator Teacher 



44 




1986-87 




School District of Pittsburgh 
Occupational Vocational Training Ctr, 
850 Boggs Avenue 
Fittt:burgh, FA 13211 


Project S.E.T* for 
Disadvantaged 
Students 


Fred Monaco 
(Director) 


Brent Johnson 


45 


84-7014 


1986-87 


2,500 


Shlkellamy School District 
Shlkellaay High School 
Sixth and Walnut Streets 
Sunbury, PA 17801 


Industrial Maintenance 


Joanne Cashman 
(Supervisor) 


Michael Hubuckl 


46 

47 - 
48 


84-5001 


1984-85 


5,000 


-ielton-Hlghsplre High School 
Swatara and Reynders Street 
Steelton, PA 17113 


Business Education - 
Accounting, General 
Ulllce , uccrcEanai, 


John Murray 
(Principal) 


Judy Murray 


49 


84-6019 


1985-86 


4,000 


Steelton-Hlghs^lre High School 
Swatara and Reynders Street 
Steelton, PA 17113 


Business Education - 
Accounting, General 
Office, Secretarial 


John Murray 
(Principal) 


Judy Murray 


50 


84-7060 


1986-87 


2 ,500 


Solanco Senior High School 
R, D, iS^4, Box 40 
Quarryville, PA 17566 


Agricuxcure rroaucLion 


(Principal) 


ApHa Henrv 


51 


84-6003 


1985-86 


2,500 


Tyrone Area School District 
Tyrone Senior High School 
Clay Avenue Extension 
Tyrone, PA 16686 


Agriculture Production 


Robert Westley 
(Principal) 


William Harsh mo re 


5: 


84-7044 


1986-87 


2,500 


Wllkes-Barre Area Vocational- 
Technical School 
P, 0, Box 1699 
North End Station 
Wllkes-Barre, PA 18705 


Machine Shop 


Frank Blelenda 
(Principal) 


Alvln Grabowskl 


53 


84-7059 


1986-87 


2,500 


Willlamsport Area Community 
College 

Secondary Vocational Programs 
1005 West Third Street 
Willlamsport, PA 17701 


Forest Technology 


Edward Geer 
(Director) 


Dennis Rlngllng 



^Funding disseminated to two or more programs* 
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Rrogram (again, frcan the grant explication) . 

IStEOKCXnCK WDJBCSS 

Previous figures (Figures 2 an^ 3) sbowed that the 33 R^lication 
Projects funcled during lYs 1984-85 and 1985-86 were located in 27 
different schools: one in a ooninunity college, 16 were in 12 different 
AVISs, and 16 we^ in 15 apprehensive hl^ schools. 

Following the delineation procedure iised in the preceding section to 
describe the various configurations of £)Qaiplary program location, the 
first figure in this section (Figure 9) , presents the regional settings 
of the 33 Bi^lication Projects inclvtded in this stucfy. Again, the 
numerical designations are the alphabetical arrangement (not shown) of 
the R^licaticn sites, by school name. 

As shewn in Figure 9, the geogre^Jiic distribution of R^lication 
Projects were more evenly divided among the three regions of the State 
than were the Exacplary Programs. During 5Y 1984-85 and lY 1985-86, 13 
R^licatiai Projects were funded in the Western Region, ten were funded 
in the CJentral Region, and ten were funded in the Eastern Region. 

Figure 10 displays the location of the 33 R^lication Projects 
(again by nunber keyed to Figure 9) ai a mp of Pennsylvania. In the 
Western Region, six counties were involved: Mle^iery (four projects) ; 
Fayette (one project) ; Jefferson (one project) ; Soraerset (aie projects) ; 
Warren (two projects) ; and Westmoreland (three projects) . Nine counties 
of the Central Regicxi were involved: Adams (two proj-scts) ; and Blair, 
Center, Colucbia, Dav?3hin, Franklin, Huntingdon, Lyocming, and McRean 
(one project each) . 
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EEGDBE 9 

5EEIiEC2TIC2l SKXJECT SC3SQLS, HI ISSLCSS lY 1984-85 
KUD F5r 1985-86 



1^=42 





Western Region (N=ll) 




Central Region (lf=7) 




Eastern Regicai (N=24 


5 


- Berlin Brothersvalley HS 


1 


- Altoona HS 


2 


- Alvin Swensoi Skills 
Center 


8 


- Erockway HS 


3 


' Bald Eagle HS 


4 


- Bensalen HS 


11 


- (Dertxal Westmareland AVES 


6 


- Bemudian Springs HS 














9 


- Carixn County AVES 

- Eastern Lancaster SD 


12 


- Central Westmoreland AVIS 

f 


7 


- Bradford HS 


15 


13 


- Central Westmorelanil AVES 


10 


- Coitral ColuEDbia HS 


20 


- lacikawanna Trciil HS 


14 


- Derry Area HS 


17 


- EranlcLin County AVES 














21 


- Lebanon County AVES 

- L^^ County AVES 


16 


- Forbes Road East AVES 


18 


- Harrisburg-Steelton- 
Hi^i^ire AVES 


22 


24 


- McKeesport AVES 














19 


- Huntingdon County 


28 


- Nbrthaoaptcn County OC 


25 


- MdKee^rt AVES 




AVES 














30 


- Twin Valley HS 


27 


- Nbrt>- ?^yette AVES 


23 


- Littlestown HS 






- Penn Hills HS 






31 


- IWin Valley HS 


29 


26 


- Muncy HS 





32 - Warren County AVES 



33 - Warren County AVES 
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Figure 10 



Regional Distribution of Exemplary Program Replication Projects. 

FY 1984-85 and 1985-86 




WESTERN 
N = 13 

(13 Replication Projects) 
(6 of 20 Counties) 



CENTRAL 
N = 10 

(10 Replication Projects) 
(9 of 24 Counties) 



EASTERN 
N = 10 

(10 Replication Projects) 
(8 of 24 Counties) 
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In the Eastern Ragicai, the ten R^lication Projects were in ei^ht 
counties: Chester and lehi^ (two projec±s each) ; and Lancaster, BuckSy 
Carbon, Northanpton, Philadelphia, and W^oniing (one project each) . 

Figure 11 provides a review of Replication Projects by substantive 
instruction ccxitent. The single Exegpplary Program in xtarketing and 
Distributive Educatioi was replicated in five settings. Likewise, five 
schools allied for and were granted R^lication funding for Drafting and 
Design Tecimology in Industrial Arts. Ihe other 11 Replicaticxi Projects 
that add re ssed substantive vocational education areas were in: 
Agriculture ^two); Business Educaticxi (five)? Gainful Heme Eoonamics 
(one) ; Health Ooctpations (one) ; and Trade and Industrial, r^licating 
only one of the seven T&I Exeaooplary Programs. 

Of the 12 R^licaticn Projects labeled (in Figure 11) as featuring 
"support COTtent," seven were in Diversified Ooctpations/Ccx^perative 
Education. There were two r^licatictis in Single Parent and Horaemaker 
Programs, two in Vocaticxial Guidance, and one in Equity. 

KEPEJEGSVEION HCOBCT RINDING, EI FISCAL YESR 

Figure 12 (keyed numerically to Figures 9, 10, and 11) shows that 
six R^lication Projects were funded during 1984-85, two in each of 
the three Eegicxis of Pennsylvania. During 1985-86, 27 Replication 
grants were approved: 11 in the Western Region, and 8 each in the 
Central and Eastern Regions. 

Figure 13 lists (alphabetically, by school) funding infontation 
about Replication Projects, as derived frcm PDE-EWAE files. Only one 
R^lication Project was shown, in the records, as having received a 
r^lication grant in 1983-84. For other Projects, the records were not 
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Primary Vocational Instructional Ocaitent (N=^lj 



Aciriculture (N=2) 

14 - Derry Area H5 - Agriculture 

Production 
23 - littlestown HS - Agriculture 

ProcJucticai 



Business Ecaucation (tf=5) 

3 - Bald Eagle US 

5 - Berlin Brothersvalley HS 
30 - iwin Valley 
24 - McReesport AVIS 
33 - Warren County AVIS 



Health Oocupations (N=l) 
9 - Carixxi CJounty AVIS - Nurse 
Assisting 

maustrial Arts (lf=4) 
8 - Brockway H3 - Wood 
1 - Altoona as - Drafting/Design 

Technology 
6 - Bemudian Springs HS - Drafting/ 

Design Technology 
29 - Penn Hills HS - Drafting/ 
Design Technology 



Marioeting and Distributive Educaticxi (N=5) 

10 - C3aitral polifflobia HS 

11 - Central Westmoreland AVIS 

17 - Franklin County AVTS 
27 - ribrth Fayette AVES 

19 - Huntingdon County AVIS 

Hone Econanics (N=l) 

13 - Central Westmoreland AVTS - Food Service 
Technical (1^) 

18 - Barrisixnrg/SteeltQrvlIighspire AVES - 

Drafting/Design Technology 
25 - McReesport AVTS - Drafting/Design 
Technology 

Trade/Industrial (N=l) 

22 - LAic^ County AVTS - Welding 



Support Oontant (N=12) 



Diversified Occupations/ 
Cooperative Education (lf=7) 
4 - Bensalan HS 
12 - Central Westmoreland AVIS 

15 - Eastern Lancaster SD 

20 - Lackawanna Trail HS 

21 - Money HS 

31 - Twin Valley HS 

Sex Equity (If=l) 

16 - Forbes Road East 



Sincyle ParaTt/Homeaiaker (N=2) 

7 - Bradford HS 

28 - Northaitptcm County OC 

VocaticMial Guidance (N=2) 

2 - Alvin Swenson Skills Center 

33 - Warren County AVES 



♦School numbers are keyed to Figures 9 and 10, 
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FEGORB 12 

BY 1984-85 JttD) FY 1985-86 SEFUCmGN HCOBCXS, BY 
FISCAL YEBR ittD BBSECN 



(N=33) 



1984-85 (N=€) 



Western Region (1^) 
5 - Berlin Brothersvalley HS - 

Business Educatic^ 
11 - C3entral Westinorelarxi AVTS - 

Diversified Ocxx^tions 

Oentral Reg ioi (1^2) 
7 - Bradford HS - Single Parent/ 

Homenaker 
18 - Harrisburg/SteeltotVHi^ispire 

AVES - Industrial Arts/Drafting 



Eastern Region (1^2) 

?B - Nbrthanpton County CC - Single 

Barent/HcitCToker 
30 - Twin Valley HS - Business Education 



1985-86 (1^27) 



Vfestem Reqicai (N=ll) 
8 - Brockway HS - Industrial 
Arts/Wood 

12 - Oentral Westmoreland AVES - 

Marteting/Distritoutive Education 

13 - Central Westmoreland AVES - 

Food Service 

14 - Derry Area HS - Vocational 

Agriculture 
16 - Forbes Road AVES - Sex Equity, 

Cooperative Education 
29 - Penn Hills HS - Industrial 

Arts/Drafting 

24 - Mcafeesport AVIS - Business 

Education 

25 - McKeesport AVES - Industrial 

Arts/Drafting 
27 - North Fayette AVES - Marketing/ 
Distributive Education 

32 - Warren County AVIS - Business 

Education 

33 - Warren County AVES - Vocational 

Guidance 



Eastern Region (N=8) 

2 - Alvin Swensai Skills Center - 

Vocational Guidance 
4 - Bensalem HS - Oocperative EducatioiV 

Diversified Occupaticais 
9 - Ca3±on County AVIS - Nurse Assisting 
15 - Eastern Lancaster SD 

20 - LL>ckawanna Trsdl HS - Cooperative 

Education 

21 - L&banon County AVES - Cooperative 

Education 

22 - Ldiigh County AVLS - Welding 

31 - Twin Valley HS - Diversified Oocipations 



Central Recr ion (N=8) 

1 - Altoona HS - Industrial Arts/Drafting 
3 - Bald Eagle HS - Business Education 
6 - Bemudian Springs HS - Industrial 

Arts/Drafting 
10 - Central Columbia HS - Marketing/ 

Distributive Education 
17 - Ecanklin County AVES - Marketing/ 

Distributive Education 
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Figure 12 (Onntinued) 



1985-86 (1^) 



19 - Huntingdon CJounty AVTS - Msorteting/ 

Distributive Education 
23 - Littlestcwn HS - Agriculture 

Production 
26 - Mmcy HS - Diversified Occi^ations 



*School nunbers are keyed to Figures 9, 10, and 11, 
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Figure 13 



Pennsylvania Vocational Education Replication Project Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



N-33 



Contract Fiscal 
Number Number Year 



PDE 
Funding 



School 



Program 



Mentor 



Administrator 



Teacher 



1 84-6028 1985-86 $ 6»000 



84-6013 1985-86 6»000 



3 84-6001 1985-86 2,978 



4 84-6044 1986 5,941 



5 84-5006 1985 2,445 



6 84-6043 1986 4,651 



7 84-5013 1984-85 4,97/; 



8 84-6035 1986 6,000 



9 84-6029 1985-86 6,000 



10 84-6016 1985 4,809 



Altoona Area High School 
Fifth Avenue & 15th Street 
Altoona, PA 16602 

Alvln A» Swenson Skills Center 
Red Lion Road East of 
Roosevelt Boulevard 
Philadelphia, PA 19114 

Bald Eagle Area High School 
P. 0. Box 4 
Wlngate, PA 168S0 

Bensalem Township High School 
4319 Hulmevllle Road 
Bensalem, PA 19020 

Berlin Brothersvalley High Sjhool 
1025 Haln Street 
Berlin, PA 15530 

Bermudlan Springs High School 

P. 0. Box 501 

York Springs, PA 17372 

Bradford High School 
81 Interstate Parkway 
Bradford, PA 16701 

Brockway High School 
100 Alexander Street 
Brockway, PA 15824 

Carbon County AVlo 
150 West 13th Street 
Jim Thorpe, PA 18229 

Central ColucJ^la High School 
4777 Old Beivlck Road 
Bloomsburg, PA 17815 



Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design 



Vocational Guidance 



Business Education - 
Accounting, General 
Office, Secretarial 

Cooperation Education 
Diversified Occupa- 
tions Education 

Business Education - 
Accounting, General 
Office, Secretarial 

Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design 



Single Parent/ 
Homemaker 



Industrial Arts - 
Woodworking Tech- 
nology 

Nurse Assisting 



Norrlstown HS 
(Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design) 

Lehigh County AVTS 
(Vocational Gui- 
dance) 



Reading Senior HS 
(Business Educa- 
tion) 



Walter Retar 
(Principal) 



Ruth Horvltz 
(Director) 



Janet Forney 
(Principal) 



Gerald Valerl 



John Arnold 



Bru'.e Houck 



Harry S. Truman HS Larry Krause 



(Diversified 
Occupations) 

Reading Senior HS 
(Business Educa- 
tion) 



(Asst. Principal) 



Richard Harple 



Andrew Deeter 
(Principal) 



Norrlstown HS Robert Reed 

(Industrial Arts - (Principal) 
Drafting/Design 



Kerry Claycomb 



Randall Gutack 



Mercer County AVTS 
(Single Parent/ 
Homemaker) 



Leroy Derstlne*^ Janice Mines 
(Vocational 
Director) 



Lake-Lehman HS Raymond Doolittle John Barrow 

(Industrial Arts - (Principal) 
Woodworking) 



Alvln Swenson 

Skills Center 
(Nurse Assisting) 



George Seller 
(Director) 



Distributive Education- Lebanon County AVTS John Grabert 
Computer (Distributive Educa-(Prlnclpal) 

tion) 



Rose Marie 
Che rbao 



James Shutt 
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Flgura 13 (Continued) 

Pannsylvanla Vocational Education Replication Project Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Contract Fiscal 
U unbar N unbar Year 



PDE 
Funding 



School 



Program 



Mentor 



Administrator 



Teacher 



11 84-6039 1986 



$ 5»284 Central Westmoreland County AVTS 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15672 



Marketing/Distributive 
Education 



Lebanon County 
(Marketing/ 
Distributive 
Education) 



dentin C. Martin 
(Director) 



Any Ruslnko 



12 84-6040 1986 



4,104 Central Westmoreland County AVTS 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15672 



Food Service 



Alvln Svenson 

Skills Center 
(Food Service) 



Clentln C. Martin 
(Director) 



Patricia 
Rumbaugh 



13 84-5010 1985 



14 84-6022 1985-86 



15 84-6031 1985-86 



3,212 Central Westmoreland County AVTS 
240 Arona Road 
New Stanton, PA 15672 

6,000 Derry Area High School 
R. D. #1, Box 169 
Derry, PA 15627 



Diversified Occupa- 
tions 



Vocational 
Agriculture 



6,000 Eastern Lancaster School Dintrlct Cooperative Educa- 
Garden Spot High School tlon 
101 East Main Street 
New Holland, PA 17557 



Lebanon County AVTS Clentln C. Martin 
(Diversified (Director) 
Occupatlonb) 



Tyrone HS 
(Vocational Agri- 
culture) 



Charles Shirley 
(Principal) 



Governor Mifflin HS John Gould 
Harry S* Truman HS (Asst. Super- 
{Cooperative Intendent) 
Education) 



John Gomolak 



Kenneth Rhodes 



Carl Cobb 



16 84-6032 1985-86 



5,988 Fcrbea Road East AVTS 
Beatty & Cooper Roads 
Monroevllle, PA 15146 



Sex Equity 



Erie County AVTS 
Pittsburgh School 

District 
(Sex Equity) 



George Lange 
(Director) 



Marie Bov*ers 



17 84-6021 1985-86 



18 84-5016 1985 



19 84-6037 1986 



6,000 



6,000 



6,000 



Franklin County AVTS 
2463 Loop Road 
Chambersburg, PA 17201 



Marketing/Distribu- 
tive Education 



Harrlsburg>Steelton-Hlghsplre AVTS Drafting and Design 
2915 North Third Street Technology 
Harrlsburg, PA 17110 



Huntingdon County AVTS 
Box E 

Mill Creek, PA 17C60 



Marketing/Distribu- 
tive Education 



Lebanon County AVTS Dal ton Paul Janes Hoke 

(Marketlng/Dl8trlbu-(Dlrector) 
tlve Education) 

Norrlstown HS Juanlta Moore Thomas Mlllero 

(Industrial Arts - (Director) 
Drafting/Design) 

Lebanon County AVTS Kenneth Erlsman JuUa Clgola 
(Marketlng/Dlstrlbu-(Dlrector) 
tlve Education) 
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Figure 13 (Continued) 

Pennsylvania Vocational Education Replication Project Grants 
FY 1984-85, FY 1985-86 and FY 1986-87 



Contract Fiscal 
Nimber Number Year 



PDE 
Funding 



School 



Program 



Mentor 



Administrator 



Teacher 



20 84-6026 1985-86 $ 3,660 



21 84-6023 1985-86 6,000 



22 84-6047 1986 6,000 



23 84-6018 1985-86 5,000 



24 84-6025 1985-86 6,000 



25 84-6024 1985-86 6,000 



26 84-6036 1986 



27 84-6038 1986 2,500 



28 84-5009 1985 5,967 



Lackawanna Trail High School 
R. D. #1 

Factotyville, PA 18419 

Lebanon County AVIS 
833 Metro Drive 
Lebanon, PA 17042 

Lehigh County AVIS 
2300 Main Street 
SchnecksvlUe, PA 18078 

Llttlestown High School 
200 East Myrtle Street 
Llttlestown, PA 17340 

McKeesport AVIS 

3600 O'Neil Boulevard 

McKeesport, PA 15132 



McKeesport AVIS 

3600 O'Neil Boulevard 

McKeesport, PA 15132 

Muncy High School 
West Penn Street 
Muncy, PA 17756 



North Fayette AVIS 
Locust Street Extension 
Connellsville, PA 15425 

Northampton County Coomunlty 

College 
3835 Green Pond Road 
Bethlehem, PA 18017 



Cooperative Education 



Cooperative Education 



Welding 



Vocational 
Agriculture 



Business Education 



Drafting/Design 
Technology 



Diversified Occupa- 
tions 



Marketing/Distribu- 
tive Education 



jir-'i Parent/ 
Homemaker 



Governor Mifflin HS Kenneth Thomas 
(Cooperative (Federal Funds 

Education) Coordinator) 

Governor Mifflin HS Peter Uhlig 
(Cooperative (Director) 
Education) 



Crawford County 

AVTS 
(Welding) 

Tyrone HS 
(Vocational 
Agriculture) 



Robert Wolfe 
(Director) 



John C* Manley 
(Principal) 



Reading Senior HS Nelda Renner 
Harrisburg-Stefclton-(Director) 

Highspire HS 
(Business Education) 

Norristown HS NeAda Renner 

(Industrial Arts - (Director) 
Drafting/Design) 

Governor Mifflin HS Thomas Scholvin 
Harry S, Truman HS (Principal) 
(Dlversifii'^ 
Occupations) 

Lebanon County AVTS Ronald Sheba 
(Marketing/Distribu-(Director) 
tive Education) 



Luzerne County CC 
(Single Parent/ 
Homemaker) 



Art Scott° 
(Dean) 



Albert 

Silvestrio 



James Karsnitz 



Joseph Genir.s 



Jeff Morse 



Nancy Merrlman 



Darlene Beachlcy 



Linda Schon 



Jacqueline 
Occhuizzo 



Joyce Morgan 
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Figure 13 (Continued) 



PennsyJ-'-anla Vocational Education Replication Project Grants 
FY 1984-85, 1985-86 and 1986-87 



Number 


Contract 
Number 


Fiscal 
Year 


PDE 
Funding 


School 


Program 


Mentor Administrator 


Teacher 


29 


84-6034 


1985-86 


$ 6,000 


Penn Hills Senior High School 
12200 Garland Drive 
Pittsburgh, PA 15235 


Industrial Arts - 
Drafting/Design 


Noriistown HS Ed Hoover 
(Industrial Arts - (Principal) 
Drafting/Design) 


Donald Dolde 


30 


84-6045 


1986 


6,000 


Twin Valley High School 

R. D. n 

Elverson, PA 19520 


Diversified Occupa- 
tions 


Governor Mifflin HS Charles Doabay 
(Diversified (Principal) 
Occupations) 


Virginia 
Mounts 


. 31 


84-5014 


1985 


5,700 


Twin Valley High School 
R. D. #2 

Elverson, PA 19520 


Business Education 


Reading Senior HS Charles Doiia>ay 
(Business Education) (Principal) 


Virginia 
Mount = 


32 


84-6041 


1986 


6,000 


Warren County AVIS 
347 Ea9t Fifth Avenue 
Warrtn, V*A 16365 


Business Education 


Reading Senior HS Howard Ferguson 
(Business 2ducation) (Director) 


Michael Howe 


33 


84-6042 


1985-86 


6,000 


Wa'Ten Ccwnty AVTS 
? /East fifth Avenue 
• arren, PA 16365 


Vocational Guidance 


Lehigh County AVIS Howard Ferguson 
(Vocational Gui- (Director) 
dance) 


Dean Passtsore 



^Denotes incumbent teacher/administrator. 

^id not feel qualified to respond to survey questionnaire. 
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specific as to fiscal year, shcrlng only "1985" or "1986". Bie best 
available funding dates are shewn xander fiscal year, along with PDE 
coitract nuntoer, the amount of funding awarded, the school naine and 
address, the name of the program funded for r^lication of an Exenplary 
Program, the mentor program, ani the school administrator and program 
teacher of record of the Eeplicaticxi Project* 
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MeraHB im wocbxjres 

Records of the Pennsylvania Department of Education's Bureau of 
Vocational and Adult Education (EWAE) relevant to the Exenplary Program 
wsre reviewed and synthesized. Project questionnedres were develc^)ed and 
administered to the teachers and administrators of record of 42 Exenplary 
Programs awarded and funded for dissemination between Fif 1983-84 and 
Deceniber 31 of F5f 1986 and of 33 R^licaticxi Projects awarded during Py 
1984-85 and FY 1985-86. A sample of the survey populations of Exenplary 
Program and R^licaiton Project teachers and administrators were visited. 
Bie focus of the study was on the benefits, dissemination, and funding of 
c^eitplary vocational education in Pennsylvania. 

Ihree meeting were held at the Department of Education (H)E) between 
ti ^ Project Consultants and members of the Pennsylvania Bureau of 
Vocational and Adult Education to discuss project design and progress. 
At the first meeting on i^ril 3, 1987, tlio scc^ and iiitent of the 
project was examined, as was the general design of the stuc^'. At the 
second meeting on i^ril 16, preliminary survey instruments were reviewed 
and modifications agreed \jpon, with approval of a check-and-rank item 
design (which r^laced the original proposal to iise Ttikert-type styles). 
A third meeting with the State Staff was held on June 2 to reaffirm 
procedures and final product content. At each of these visits to PDE and 
also on May 5 and 6, prior to the first on-site visitation, the Project 
C3onsuj;.tants were afforded the c^^rtunity to examine files pertaining to 
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the 75 funded Exertplary and Replication Projects that were the subject of 
the study. Cc^ies of pertinent materials were supplied by the State 
Staff as needed throu^out the project. 

Prior to the mailing of questionnaires (May 8, 1987) , the State 
Director of Vocational Education wrote the the recipient list, notifying 
them that th^ would soon receive questionnaires in the mail from the 
l^versity of Pittsburg stucfy team and asking their cooperation. A copy 
of this letter is shewn in ^^^pendix D. 

A copy of the cover letter that was sent by the study team, 
aooonpanying the questionnaires, is also shown in the appendices 
(J^3pendix E-1) . 

The procedures described in the rest of this chapter are presented 
in relation to the development of the four products of the stu(fy: 
Product #1 - Data Summary; Product #2 - Case Studies; Product #3- 
Stratification of Results; and Product #4 - Final R^rt, into vfaLch 
Products #1, #2, and #3 will be incorporated. 
Product #1 - Data Sunmary 

According to the approved project proposal, the Data Simmary was to 
be derived frcxn mailed questionnaires, with data summarized throu^ 
ccjiputer analysis and presented in narrative and statisticcil form. 
(Where it was originally anticipated that these data would provide 
additional cues for the onrsite visitations, a delayed project starting 
date necessitated a revision of this procedure, as will be described in 
the discussion of Product #2) . 

Four separate questionnaires were developed to collect perceptions 
and historical data relating to benefits of the Exenplary Program, 
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diss€a:ninatr\ . practices, and state and local funding, as well as 
itiotivation (to participate in an exertplary project), problems or 
contraints enocwntered in administering an exertplary program, and 
suggestions or ooraoents regarding the State's Exertplary Program Project. 

Bie questicainaire developed for teachers of Exertplary PrograitB 
appears in Appendix 5-2; tie Replicaticai Project Iteacher questionnaire is 
Appendix E-3; and the E)ratplary Administrator qu^ionnaire is i^pendix 
E-4. This questionnaire was designed to be ccxtpleted by administrators 
v*io had only Exertplary projects and by those v*io had both Exertplary and 
R^lication Projects. Uie fourth questionnaire was designed for vise by 
administrators in v*iose schools there were only Replicaticai Projects 
(i^^pendix E-5) . The first page of each questionniare showed the name of 
the vocational program (cocpleted by project staff) and astoed the 
respondent to indicate the funding amount by year. Also ocnpleted by 
project staff were the names of administrator/teacher, with a space for 
the person corpleting the questionnaire, if different from the one 
appearing (^-Mch was derived from PDE records) . 

Because of the desire to be aole to reflect the depth of perc^>tions 
of the four populations, questionnaires were designed to contain paj.Bllel 
items. For exarrple, each groip was asked to give their perceptions of 
the "Benefits to Students" (of an Exertplary Program). Ihe following 
figure (Figure 14) will guide the reader to the match of items between 
the four instruments. 

Ihe questionnaire, with cover letter, were mailed on May 8, 1987, 
except those vMch were hand-carried to onrsite visitations which began 
May 6. Responses were requested by May 20, but wer^s acq^eted throu^ 
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FEGODRE 14 

QDESinCNIOaRE HSM IKKBEBS, Ei MAaXH AND DlSmtCPlCtf IN TOPIC 





Teacher Questionnaires 


Administratar 


■ 

Questionnaires 


Mai or IVpic 


Exemplary 


Replication 


Exerrplary 


Replication 




Item # 


Item # 


Item # 


Item # 


Background 




1 


- 


- 


Benefits 


lA 


2k 


lA 


lA 




IB 


2B 


IB 


IB 




IC 


2C 








ID 


2D 


IC 


IC 




IE 


2E 


ID 


ID 


Dissemination 


2 


3 


2 


2 




3* 












4* 








4 

5 


5 


3 


3 




6** 


6** 


7 


- 




7 


7 








8 


8 






MotivatioiV 


9 


9 


4 


4 




11 


11 






Implementation 


10 


10 


8 






12 






- 






12 










13 










. 14 






Rmding 


13 




6 






14 


15 


5 


5 




15 


16 






Suggestions 


16 


17 


9 


6 


Corament;: 


17 


18 


10 


7 



♦Items are similar in content (Escenplary and R^lication Taacher) 
**Items are similar in content (Exenplary and R^lication Teacher) 
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Jiane. Follow~i:p teleplione Ccills to >v^nrespondents were itade May 26 and 
27; second calls were made June A, 5, and 6; and third calls were made 
Jiane 8 and 9. Additional Ccills were placed to nonrespondents throuc^ 
Jiane 26. (Many of those v*io received follow-i:^) Ccills had ixxJicated that 
close-of-the-school year activities preclvided timely response. ) A letter 
of thanks (shewn as AE^)endix E~6) was sent to respondents to acknowledge 
their ooc^)eration. 

l.ie final return count, aocoomplished at the end of June, was a total 
of 109, or 86 percent of all four populations. By discrete survey groip, 
the return was as shown in Figure 15. 

Usable returns were received from all hut the following (Figure 16) . 

As they were received, responses were hand-recorded according to 
year of initial Exertplary recognition or Replication funding. For 
exairple, foui^ Exemplary Programs were recognized as Exerrplary during FV 
1983-84, according to survey responses, althou^ three of the four 
received their first dissemination grant in 1984-85. Ihey recorded as Fy 
1983-84 Programs. Replication Projects were recoix23d as either FY 1984- 
85 or 1985-86. 

It should be noted here that the number of respondents r^xDrted in 
this chapter may vary from the item totals of respondents ana 
nonrespondents in sane tables reported in Chapter T7. Because of the 
staff ii>g patterns of seance institutions, for example, a teacher-respondent 
may also have served in the administrative capacity for the program. In 
these instances, responses to parallel items were recorded only once if 
they were the same between the teacher and administrator questionnaires. 
If, however, the respondent "put on the afprcpri.ite hat" and answered 



78 



51 



FEGORE 15 

MAIIED SQBVEY BB5FCN5E, EY FOHHAEICN GROUP 



Population Group 


Nunber of 
Programs 


NUDDber of 
Questiomaires 


Number of Usable 
Questicsuiaires 
Returned 


Percent 
Usable 


Exemplary Teacher* 


42 


39 


37 


95 


ResDliGatLon Tter ^iat 








7ft 


Total Teacher 


75 


71 


62 


87 


Exenplary/R^licatiai 
AAcdnistxator* 


42 


33 


26 


79 


P^licaticn (cxily) 
A:3ministrator* 


33 


23 


21 


91 


Total Ataministrator 


75 


56 


47 


84 


Total 


150 


127 


109 


86 



*A±ninistrators and teacdiers of itore than one Exenplary and/or Replication Project 
were given the option to ccirpletr a single questionnaire for all projects or to 
oaiplete a separate questionnaire for each project. 
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Usable returns were received from all but the follcwing (Figure 16) ; 

FEGXIRE 16 



Population Groi^ 



E>ce9aoplary Programs 



Replication PjLX)jects 



Missing AAoinistrators, 
by School 



Deny Area HS 
lake-L^nnan HS 
Shikellany HS* 
Ldii^ County AVTS 
Vocational Guidance 



Altoona HS 
Derry Area KS (2) 
Littlestown HS 
Northhanptcxi C3ounty OC** 

County OC** 
Warren County AVTS 



Total Missing 
Administrators 



Missing Teachers, 
by Program 



Derry Area HS Vocational 

Hoi±iculture 
Shikellamy HS IrxSustxial 

Maintenance 



Alvin Swenson Skills 

Center Vocational 

Guidance** 
Carbon County AVTS 

Nurse Assisting** 
Central Westmoreland AVIS 

Food Service 
Derry Area HS Vocational 

Agriculture 
Haintrisburg/Steeltoiy 

Hic^ispire AVTS 

Drafting/Design 

Technology*** 
Littlestown HS Vocational 

Agriculture 
Warren County AVTS (2) 

Business Education 

Vocational Guidance 



* Response received July 14 (too late for tally) • 

** Incuntoent was new; did not feel qualified to respond to questionnaire due to lac 

of e)5)erienoe with funded progran/project* 
*** Teacher did not implement program, noting that the Industrial Arts bent of the 
mentor program was not applicable to the ooci?)ational content of his Vocational 
Drafting curriculum* 
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fron both the administrative and teacher points of view, both items \;ere 
reooxded as responsss. 

LLkewise, questiojinaires returned by administrators vAio responded 
for more than one E>Knplary anchor Ri^lication Project were reviewed and, 
excs^ for responses to items \Mch pert£Qned to a specific project, 
their item respcaises were not di:?)licated in the "n" for data oatpilation. 
liJoBwise, as in the cases of the two schools that eadi had three Business 
Education Exemplary Program Projects, the teacher-in-charge ocKplet^d 
only one questionnaire. Bius, the respcxise "n's" are not the same as the 
numbers of progran© they represent. 
Analysis and Presentation of the Data 

In Chapter IV, responses to each check-rank item are reported by the 
percentage of the nuniber or respondents from each groip — Exemplary 
Teacher, Replication Teacher, Exenplary Aininistrator (from tlxe 
Exenplary/Replication Administrator questionnaire) , and Replication 
(only) Administrator. Non-responses to any item were not calculated in 
the percentages. 

Each item is reported separately. All questions that were asked of 
more than one popiilation groiqp are shewn in a manner that enables 
immediate conparisons of respondent groips; e.g., Exertplary Teacher^ 
Replication Teacher and/or Exertplary Administrator - Replication 
AdministrabDr. Ihe "total teacher," the "total administrator," and the 
"total of all groips" are presented wherever possible and apprcpria^e. 

Check-rank items, which were held as nearly parallel between 
instruments as possible, are reported as follows: 
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a. The first table of a set for eadi check-rarik iiem r^rts 
"diecked" itans by the percentage (of the pertinent population) 
that checked descriptors within the item as being "iitportant" 
to the responderc's program. Totals are shown for all 
populations. 

b. In check-rank items, respondents were also asked to rank tbsi 
top five of those descriptors they had checked (with "1" being 
the Host inportant; "2" the next itcst iirportant, etc.). 
Percentage responses are shown in tandem tables; i.e. , 
Exenplary Teacher - R^licaticai Teacher, as well as total 
teacher^ cocpprises a single table. Administrator (Exenplary 
and Re$)lication) rankings aiv. presented, the saine way in a 
s^)arate table, the third of the set. 

c. The fourth table for a check-rank item set is a caiposite of 
the perceptions of each population grc^jp (that was asked to 
respond the particular item) , shwing what each groap and the 
total of all population groips perceived to be the ••most 
iirportant" of the descriptors. Data in this table are r^rted 
by frequency of choice of the descriptors as "nost inportant" 
or ("1") and by ranking (1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) of the frequencies 
by vMdi the descriptors were selected as "most ijtportant." 

In all appropriate analyses, carputer manipulation of responses was 
perfomed to determine percentages. For other items, such as those 
requesting numbers of dollars in fundng or quanitities of materials 
disseminated, for exanple, direct reporting was required, sometiines 
r^rting by frequency and soroetiiitss r^rting by percentage groupings. 
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Open-ended questions are shewn, in Chapter IV, by frequency of resporise 
to groi;ped ( liked) responses and by acconpanying detailing of 
respondents' verbatim relies. 
Product #2 - Case Studies 

Whereas "iiB project proposal had suggested the develcpneiit of 24 
Case Studies (24 programs - 12 Exenplary and 12 Replications, with six of 
tho R^lications tied to their Exertplary mentor programs) , a delayed 
time-line resailted in approval to reduce thi. number to 17, or 11 
Exeirplary Programs and six Kaplication Projects, three of vMch would be 
sel.ected to match their mentor Programs. 

Meetings with the State Staff also recrtiited in another change in 
the eventual ccnposition of the 17 Case Studies; i.e.; the proposed 
content was to relate a description of the program and a report of on- 
site program review. Since these activities had been aoconplished by 
State Staff, the on-site visitations were limited to meetings with tlie 
administrator and the teacher, at \fAuch time ah Interview Guide was 
followed. The Interview Guide (shewn as i^pendix F) v;as constructed to 
probe the areas covered in the mailed questionnaire. 

Visitations sites, for Hie develcpivent of the 17 Case Studies, were 
selected by, first, developing a matrix listing the names of Exenplary 
Programs according to type of school setting, region, and \*iether the 
Program fell into the group considered by the researchers to be (1) 
primarily of substantive vocational education instructional content or 
(2) support content. A summary of the process for the selection of the 
11 Exenplary Program visitation sites is shown on ttie following page. 
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Ihe 11 selected sites r^resented approximately 25 percent of each of the 
matrix categories. 



NuniDer of Nunber of 

Catecpries Ewepplary Programs Selected Sites 

CCanommitY C3ollege 3 i 

Ccwoprehensive Hi^ School 17 4 
Area Vocational-Technical 

School 22 6 

Vfestem IRegion ' 11 3 

Central R^ion 7 2 

Eastern Region 24 6 

Substantive Vocational 29 8 

Si^jport 13 3 



The names of the 42 Exertplary Programs were arranged within the 
above categories, and the actual site selection was accarplished by 
working back and forth until the selected sites were balance', within the 
selection matrix. 

On-site visitations to Replication Projects (to conduct 
acSministrator and teache ^ srviews) were made to six, or approximately 
20 percent, of the 33 funded projects. Sites were selected in a process 
similar to that used for selecting Ej^raplary Program visitation sites, 
with the additional intent that (a) three should be replications of 
mentor Exeitplary Programs v*iich would visited and (b) sitiis should be 
representative of both funding years (1984-85 and 1985-86). Ihe 
selection matrix for Replication site identification is summarized on the 
following page. 
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Niiniser of Nunter of 

categories Replication Projects Selected Sites 

1984-85 1985-86 Tcftal 1984-85 1985-86 

Total 



Coratnunity College 


(1) 


( -) 


1 


(-) 


(-) 


0 


Ccaipreihensive 














Hi^ School 


(4) 


(12) 


16 


(1) 


(2) 


3 


Area Vocational- 














Tscimical School 


(2) 


(14) 


16 


(1) 


(2) 


3 


Western Region 






16 






3 


Central Region 






6 






1 


Eastern Region 






11 






2 



(Work with this R^lication matrix indicated that, in selecting the 
visitation sites, the intent of r^reseitaMbn could best be itiet by 
assuring that two sites were funded in 1984-85 and four in 1985-86. It 
was believed that two 1984-85 Projects, whil^ deviating from the "20 
percent" plan, would provide input based or e5?)erience subsequent to the 
replication year that would add de pth to the stiK^.) 

In similar manner and rationale, the final R^lication visitation 
sites were selected to represent substantive vocational instructional 
programs (four were selected) ancS st^port programs (two), also 
considerinr that three of these were to have been mentored by three 
Exeitplary 1. jgrams on the visitation list. 

Figure 17 lists the Exenplary programs and Replication Projects 
visited as a result of the use of the selection services and processes. 

On-site visitations were arranged by telephone. V>dts were made 
from May 6 throu^ May 28. 

Ohe 17 Case Studies that cotrprise "Product #2" are shown in i^pendix 
G. They were built ftcan a a3tpo£;ite of topics addressed on the Interview 
Guide and the questionnaire responses of the ac^ministrative and teacher 
respondents on the mailed (or hand-delivered) questionnaires. 
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FEGDRE 17 

VISTEmGN STDBS, SKIrt JIH) FOR XtHEEOH EKIA GOKfiCTiCN BJR 
TBE EREPfiRATIGN OF CASE SIUDIES 



EXEMPIARY SCHOOL EXEMPIAEl^ EKOTCT REPLICftTKXI SC3iOOL REPLICanON WOJECT 



Vfestem Recf icai 



Pittsbiirt^ 
(Peabody HS) 

CJentral Westmore- 
land Avris 

Crawford County 
AVRS 



Central Recricai 

Altoona AVIS 
SteeltoaVkighspire 
H.5;. 



Easbo s m Recfion 

Delav;are County 
CC 

Governor Mifflin 

m 

Lebanon County 
Solanoo B5 

Alvin Swenson 
Skills Center 

Alvin Swenson 
Skills Center 



Industrial Arts 

(Metals) 
Scientific Data 

Pcxx^essing 
Welding 



Altocxia HS 



Bradford SD 



Industrial Arts 
(Metals) 



Single Parent/ 
Horaenaker 



Main^ Jceaming 
Business Education 



Barrisburg/Steelton Drafting 
Hic^ispire ?.VTS 



Single Parent/ 

licniBnaker 
Diversified 

Oocipatic^ 
Jfearketing/Distri- 

butive Education 
Agriculture 

Production 
Clinical Lab 

Assisting 
Bakincr 



L'^istem Lancaster SD Diversified 

Ooccpations 



Carbon County AVTS Nurse Assistant* 

Central Westioor^land Food Service** 
AVT^ 



* Ifetching from the original list: from PIE, the researchers believed that soane 
portiOTS of the Clinical Lab Assisting E>rarplary Progtam at Alvin Swensc»i Skills 
Center had beenn^sed for the Carbon County Nurse Assisting Program; however, 
subsequent finiings sha^ that this program was a r^lication of a Nursing 
Assistant Program fixm which the original teacher had resigned and the Ej^mplary 
Progi^ had, thus, lost its Exaplary status. 
** Ohe r3searcheLS believed, during site selection, that the Mvin Swenscai Skills 
Center Program iii Balrlng was a part of the Ejcaplary Program, FooA 
Servioe/Productioivl*anageR^ hence, the Food Service R^licatian Project was 
selected as a mentor-replicatiqn match/io fulfill a r^tiix match in Iforoe 
Eccsxxnics. 
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Product 43 - Stratification of Reailt^i 

Aocording to the ?.co?pted project proposal, Prociuct #3 was to be 
Stratfification of Resul-cs, by funding year and by mrniber of years as an 
exemplary program; i.e., a summary of answers to questions inherent in 
Objective l thrcxjgh li to indicate benefits to program, benefits to 
school, dissemination activities (received/provided by hours/days, 
quantity, quality, 1^, and etc.), r^licated activity, funding (PDE 
grant/local supplement) , state-level baiefits, etc. 

Because of changes in the questionnaire format, as developed through 
meetings with the state staff. Product #3 assumed a structure different 
frcm the one suggested by the proposal, \*erein questionnaires were 
anticipated to be answered using a five-point Likert-type scale. Another 
change frcm the proposal W3s, again, that site visits wei-e utlimately 
designed primarily only to probe for information related to mailed 
questionnaire items and not t<3 revifw program content, curriculum, or 
dissemination materials. 

Ihus, Product #3 Stratificiation of Results — has bu-en incorporated 
in this r^rt as Oiapter V (Summary and Conclusions) . Chapter Y was 
constructed to answer questions inhereit to the Project Objectives i 
throu^ 11. Content w;as drawn from survey respnses, as shown in Oiapter 
IV, and the Case Studies which appear as Appendix G. since survey data 
were recorded according to a PrograiVProject's i rtial funding year, the 
research-rs reviewed these "wor?,:" sheets and, ^ere the recorded 
responses of a survey population showed marked differences between the 
various applicable years, tliese differences were noted in the narrative 
addressing the pertinent objecrtive. 
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Product #4 - Final Report 

Ihe Final R^rt, pr^)ared acxx^rding to H)E's "Guidelines for rinal 

R^rt," was pr^)ared as a scholarly analysis containing (as described ^Ji 

the Project Proposcil) : 

Instrurnentation and process xased to generate findings (Chapter 
III). 

Description of exenplary vocational education programs (Chapter 
II). 

Description of replication projects (Chapter II) . 

Case studies of exertplary vocational education programs 
(Appendix G) . 

Case studies of replication projects (Appendix G) . 

Description of the exsomplary vocationail education process 
(Chapter I and ISJ) and outccme (Chapters IV and V) . 

Conclusions related to proc,rait/project funding impact (Chapter 
V). 

Conclusions related to characteristics of successful 
dissemination (Chapter V) . 

Conclusions related to exertplary vocatior^ education progicoa 
identification benefits (Chapter V) . 

Recorapen^ in the areas of: fundir^, dissemination, 

activit* ex«nplar>* progrcffln/replication project inb^ction, 
and selection of progr£\ms/^rojects (Chapter VI) . 
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CHAPTHl IV 
ANAIXSIB <SF TBE DKEA 



This chapter of the study, ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF 1HE EXEMPLARY 
mOGRAM roOJECT FOR VDCATICiNAL EDUCATION (Identification, Dissenunation 
and Rgplicaticai - 1983 to 86) . presenbj narrative and statistical data 
regarding the be nefits of participaticxi in an Exeamplary Program project 
(dissaninatiai and replication), perceptions related to dissemination 
practices, concepts iBgarding su pport and motivation as well as 
implementation of an Ejcenplary dissemination or r^iication project, 
State and local ftmding information, and suggestions and conroents of the 
survey population. This chc^rtier relates the data collected throu^ 
mailed questionnaires. (In ^^pendix G, Case Studies are provided of 11 
Exeitplary Programs and six Replication Projects.) 

SQRVEi: QJESSnXX^KIBES 

Ccnprising the 109 survey re^wndents were 37 teachers of Exenplary 
Programs, 25 teachers of Implication Projects, 26 administrators of 
Exeirplary Programs (v*ioee schools may also have had Replication 
Projects), and 21 adrrtinistrators of Ri^licaticn (only) Projects. 
Bactayound liif ormaticii 

Ihe frequerjcy of respondent retiims, by year in v*uch (a) the 
Exenplary Programs were initially funded and (b) the R^lication Projects 
were funded, is shewn in Figure 18. Bie "funding year" or "initial, 
funding year" may vary from those shewn in caiapter n in Figures 7 and 8 
(E>ffiflmplary Programs) and Figures 12 and 13 (Replication Projects) , vduch 
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reflect the years in vMdi projects were ^pi^roved at the Pennsylvania 
D^>artitient of Education. ResponcJents, however, may have corpleted 
background information (first page of their survey instmment) in terms 
of the years in \*iicii they received notice of project acceptance and/oc 
lunding. Therefore, Figure 18 reflects respondents' perc^Jtions of the 
years in \*iich they ent^ered the Exeaooplary Program Project. Figure 18 
also reflects the dates r^rted by Exeaooplary Pinogram Replication Project 
respcxxJents acaording to their records of the year in vihich funding was 
received. (For exanple^ ExaoDplary Programs that were cited as Emnplary 
in FY 1983-84 may actually have received dissemination funding in F5f 
1984-85, according to PEE 3Deoords, but are r^rfeed here as FY 1983-84 
programs. Repllcucion Irojects vMch were e^roved during 1985-86 may, 
in actuality, not have received their one-year grant nmles imtil 1986- 
87). 

FIGOBE 18 

FREQOQICY GF BEIQE9S, BY YE»R OF (INTTTAL) FUNOINS 



Initial 

Funding Esoanplary Replication Boegorplary Replication 

Year ^Teachers Teachers Administrator Administrator Returns 





n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


1983-84 


3 


8 






2 


9 






5 


5 


1984-85 


10 


28 


2 


8 


10 


38 


2 


10 


24 


22 


1985-86 


21 


56 


21 


84 


5 


19 


19 


90 


66 


61 


1986-87 


3 


8 


2 


8 


9 


34 






14 


12 


Total 


37 


100 


25 


100 


26 


100 


21 


100 


109 


100 
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Background informti.cai requested only of Replication Tteachers was 
the naitie of their mentor Exeitplary Prograia(s). T\genty-four of the 25 
Replicatic»i Teac' a: re^xxidents cccpleted this item (Item 1 of the 
R^lication Teacher questionnaire) . Their listings were vised as a "check" 
for infonnation gathered trm other sources, such as PDE files. 

Figure 19 reports the frequency by viiich 16 inentor Exemplary 
Programs were r^licated. Seven Emnplary Programs are shown as having 
been r^licated in more than one school. 

FEGORE 19 

msaXJR EXQIEIAEV H PGBBM S AH) OHEIR REEUGRXKH HCJBC3S, BY 
SCHXiL, AS SEP JRIH) BY KEFLECAilIGN HCOBCT TBACHBS 

Mentor Exenplary I^t^grams and Sdiool R^lication Site 



1. Marketing and Distributive Educa- 
tion and Diversified Occipatians; 
Lebanon County AVIS 



2. Business Education: Accounting, 
General Office, Secretarial; 
xteading Senior HS 



3. Industrial Arts - Drafting/ 
Design; 
Norristcwn HS 



4. Diversified Ooci^jations and 
Cooperacive Education; 
Governor Mifflin HS 



1. Central Oolunibia HS 

2. Central Westnoreland AVTS 

3. Central Westnoreland AVTS 

4. Franklin County AVTS 

5. Hantinrydai County AVTS 
C. iforth Fayette AVTS 

1. Bald Eagle HS 

2. Berlin Brothersvalley HS 

3. MrJfeesport AVTS* 

4. Twin Valley HS 

5. Pfarren County AVTS 

1. Altoona HS 

2. Bentudian Springs HS 

3. Harrisburg-Steeltan-Hic^hspire 
AVTS** 

4. MciKeesport AVTS 

5. Penn Hills HS 

1. Eastern Lancaster SD* 
2.. Lackawanna Trail HS 

3. Lebanon County AVTS 

4. Muncy HS* 

5. Twin Valley HS 
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Figure 19 (Oontirued) 



Mentor Exenplary Programs ani School 



R^licatiai Site 



5. Diversified Occupations; 
Harry S. Truman HS, 
Bristol SD 

6* Vocati<mal Agriculture; 
Tyrone HS 

7. Vocational Guidance; 
Ldii^ County AVTS 



8. Food Servicer 

Alvin Swenson Skills Center 

9* Nursing Assistant; 

Alvin Swenson Skills CJenter*** 

10. Welding; 

Crawford county AVT3 

11. Sex Equity; 
Brie County AVTS 

12. Industrial Arts - Vfood; 
Lake-L^iman BS 

13. Single Bar^nt & Honnemaker; 
Luzerne County CC 

14. Single Parent & Hcmesnaker; 
Mercer County AVTS 

15. Sex Equity; 

School District of Pittsburg, 
07i* Ceiiter 

16. Business Education; Accounting, 
General Office, Secretarial; 
Harrisburg-Steelton-Hi^ispire HS 



1. Bensalem HS 

2. Eastern Lancaster SD* 

3. Muncy HS* 

1. Derry Area HS** 

2. LittlestCMi HS 

1. Alvin A. Swenson Skills 
Center** 

2. Warren Oounty A^TS 

1. Bradford HS 



1. Carbon County AVTS 

1. Lehi^ County AVTS**** 

1. Forbes Road East AVTS* 

1. Brocikway BS 

1. Northanpton County CC 

1. Bradford I 

1. Forbes Road East AVTS* 

1. McKeesport AV5S* 



* R^licated two nentors. 
** L isted from informtion feon sourx:::e other than teadier. 
*** Not included in stud/~not fimded as Exmplary dissemination project 
during stud/ years. (Exeirplary teacher left eitplpyroent at the 
school.) 

**** Awarxaed Esffiitplary status at June 1987 PVEC. 
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Bensfits 

Tables 1 throocfa 4 r^rt "Benefits to Students/' as pertseived by 
the fan: populations. Table l (Item 2 ca^. the Reolicati^xi Teacher 
questionnaire and Item 1 on all others) relates trie percentages of 
respondents ^AK> selected each of the possible benefits presented on the 
questionnadrw (They were asked to check "all that e^ply*") "Stident 
interest" and "student Kotivation" were seen by nearly 90 percent of the 
total survey population as benefits to students. Both were rated hi^iest 
by Kqplication Teachers (92 peroOTt) and Replication Aaministi^ators (100 
percent). Ejreirplary Teachers (82 peroent) indicated that "stuxjnt 
recruitment" was a benefit. Fifteen percent of all re^xandents indicated 
"other" benefits, as enumerated belcw: 

Referenoe further training. 

Internship/apprenticeship . 

Adjustment by other educators and the school board to support 
our program activities with a secondary school setting; (1) 
teacher motivation, (2) public relations for Vocational 
Education D^artm^. 

New idea:: for teacher by visiting other schools — new 
material. 

Inproved instruction. 
Student pride in their education. 
Attracts a better quality student. 
Pride in Program (recognitioi:/ . 
Student ^ride in Program. 

Educational instr-cticaial materials made available through 
R^lication Program. 

After checkijig items they considered to b.^ ••benefits to students/" 

respondents were aske^ to rank the top five of those they had selected^ 
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with"l" being the loost iitportant^ "2" the next roost iiiportant, etc. 
Table 2 shews how teadiers ranked the inportanoe of the '"benefits to 
students" they had diecked (in Table 1). Diirty-three percent of the 
total teax5)er re^x:aidents chose "student interest" as the most inportant 
benefit, and "student rootivaticai" as the second most inportant benefit 
(34 percent). One-fourth of the teachers saw "student recruitment" as 
the third roost inporteJit benefit to students. 

In the same roanner as Table 2, Table 3 relates administrators' 
pero^)tions of the roost iitportant benefits to students. Sixty-two 
percent of R^lication Administrators felt that "student interest" was 
the roost inportant benefit and 52 percent saw "student motivation" the 
second roost inportant. Nearly one-telf (42 percent) of Emtplary 
Administrators ranked "student interest" as "1." "Student motivation" 
was "2," to 31 percent of the Exatplary Administrators^ and to 31 percent 
of this grocp "student recruitment" was "3." 

VJhere Tables 2 and 3 r^rted percentage responses of how teachers 
and administrators ranted the "top five" benefits to students, Table 4 
sunraarizes the frequency of respans/es (frcin Tables 2 and 3) of the "1" 
rankings, or, the rocst often ranted the most inportant benefit to 
students. Ihe fewest respondents chose "sb:ident conpletion" and "job 
advancement opportunities" as the most inportant benefits to students. 
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Table 1 

Qieddist of Benefits to Students 
As Perceived By 
EJcentplary and Replication Teadiers a^xl Administrators 




• 




Benefits to 
Students 


£Kem. 

Tieachers 
n=34 


Repl. 

Teachers 
n«25 


Total 
Teachers 
n»59 


Exem. 

Admin. 

n=26 


Repl. 
Adndn. 
n«2i 


.Total 

Admin. 

n«47 


Ibtal 

n«106 




a. Student interest 


82% 


92% 


83% 


84% 


100% 


91% 


87% • 




b. Student rew '"utm/jnt 


82% 


68% 


76% 


76% 


77% 


77% 


77% 




c. Student iTotivation 


79% 


92% 


04% 


88% 


100% 


93% 


' 89% 




d. Student cotr^xletion 


50% 


60% 


54% 


42% 


45% 


43% 


50% 




e. Co-op placement 
(if applicable) 


35% 


56% 


44% 


50% 


54% 


52% 


48% ^ 




f. Placement (job, 
postsecondary, 
military) 


14% 


40% 


49% * 


61% 


?2% 


47% 


49% 


- 


g« Job advancement 
opportunities 


18% 


24% 


20% 


15% 


32% 


22% 


21% 




Otlier 


18% 


12% 


15% 


23% 


9% 


16% 


15% 
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Table 2 

Ranking of Benefits to Students 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Benefits to Exemplary Teacher Replication Teacher Total Teacher 

Students n«33 " n«25 n«58 

Ranking Ranking Ranking 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


a. 


Student interest 


30% 


24% 


12% 


9% 


3% 


36% 


20% 


24% 


4% 


4% 


33% 


22% 


17% 


7% 


3% 


b. 


Student recruitment 


30% 


9% 


27% 


9% 


3% 


12% 


0% 


24% 


20% 


12% 


22% 


5% 


27% 


14% 


5%" 


c. 


Student motivation 


3% 


36% 


21% 


15% 


0% 


24% 


32% 


20% 


8% 


4% 


12% 


34% 


21% 


12% 


2% 


d. 


Student completion 


6% 


0% 


18% 


15% 


9% 


16% 


0% 


16% 


16% 


12% 


3% 


7% 


16% 


16% 


14% 


e« 


Co*-op placement 
(if applicable) 


9% 


6% 


3% 


6% 


9% 


20% 


4% 


8% 


8% 


16% 


14% 


5% 


5% 


10% 


12% 


f. 


Placement (job% 

postsecondary% 

inilitary) 


12% 


9% 


6% 


6% 


21% 


4% 


20% 


4% 


8% 


4% 


9% 


14% 


5% 


7% 


14% 




Job advancement 
opportunities 


3% 


3% 


3% 


6% 


3% 


0% 


0% 


4% 


8% 


12% 


2% 


2% 


3% 


7% 


7% 


h. 


Other 


6% 


6% 


0% 


0% 


3% 


4% 


0% 


0% 


4% 


0% 


5% 


3% 


2% 


2% 


2% 
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Table 3 

banking of Benefits to Students 
A8 Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Administratore 



33n€fit8 to Exemplary Administrators Replication Administrators Total Administrators 

Students n»26 , ' n»21 n-47 

Ranking Ranking Ranking 









7 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


a* 


student interest 


42% 


15% 


4% 


19% 


4% 


62% 


24% 


14% 


0% 


5% 


51% 


19% 


9% 


11% 


4% 


b. 


Student renruit&ient 


19% 


15% 


31% 


4% 


8% 


10% 


5% 


24% 


14% 


24% 


15% 


11% 


28% 


9% 


15% 




Student motivation 


12% 


31^ 


27% 


12% 


8% 


5% 


52% 


24% 


24% 


0% 


7% 


40% 


25% 


16% 


4% 




Student completion 


4% 


12% 


7% 


15% 


4% 


0% 


5% 


14% 


9% 


18% 


0% 


8% 


10% 


13% 


10% 


e* 


Co-op placement 
(if applicable) 


12% 


4% 


4% 


19% 


12% 


14% 


9% 


14% 


14% 


5% 


13% 


6% 


8% 


16% 


8% 


f. 


Placement (job, 

postsecondary, 

military) 


7% 


4% 


12% 


7% 


30% 


5% 


9% 


5% 


5% 


9% 


6% 


6% 


8% 


6% 


21% 


g» 


Job advancement 
opportun i t i e s 


0% 


4% 


4% 


4% 


4% 


5% 


0% 


5% 


14% 


9% 


2% 


2% 


4% 


8% 


6% 


h. 


Other 


7% 


7% 


7% 


0% 


0% 


5% 


0% 


5% 


0% 


0% 


6% 


4% 


b% 


0% 


0% 
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Table 4 

Host Important Benefits to StudontSr by Frequency, 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 





Benefits to 
Students 


Exem* 
Teachers 
n-33 


Repl o 
Teachers 
n-25 


Total 
Teachers 
n-58 


Exem* 
Admin . 
n«26 


Repl. 
Admin* 
.n-21 


Total 
Admin* 
n-47 


Total 
n-105 


a) 


Student interest 


F(Rank) 
lO(lt) 


F(Rank) 
9(1) 


F(Rank) 
19(1) 


F(Rank) 
11(1) 


F(Rank) 
13(1) 


P(Rank) 
24(1) 


F(Rank) 
43(1) 


b) 


Student recruitment 


lO(lt) 


3(5) 


13(2) 


5(2) 


2(2t) 


7(2) 


20(2) 


c) 


Student motivation 


l(5t) 


6(2) 


7(4) 


3(3t) 


l(3t) 


4(4) 


11C4) 


d) 


Stauent completion 


2(4t) 


0 


2(7) 


list) 


0 


l(6t) 


3(7) 


e) 


Co-op placement 
(if applicable) 


3(3) 


5(3) 


8(3) 


3(3t) 


2(2t) 


5(3) 


13(3) 


f) 


Placement (job 

postsecohdary 

military) 


4(2) 


l(6t) 


5(5) 


2(4) 


l(3t) 


3(5t) 


8(5) 


g) 


Job advancement 
opportunities 


i(5t) 


0 


1(8) 


0 


l(3t) 


l(6t) 


2(8) 


h) 


Other 


2(4t) 


l(6t) 


3(6) 


l(5t) 


l(3t) 


3(5t) 


6(6) 
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Tables 5 throucdi 8 present "Benefits to Personnel," as peix^eived by 
teachers and administrators. Table 5 summarizes the responses of all 
four groins asked to check vtet th^ felt were the "benefits to 

personnel" \dien a vocaticsial education program had Emnplary or 
Bi^licaticxi status. Ihe benefits most often chedked by teachers were 
"administrative si^pport" and "your interest/raotivaticai" (each chosen by 
96 percent of toted teachers) . Ercm their selecticai list, administrators 
were about evenly divided in their top selections, with nearly 80 percent 
selecting each of the follcwing: "interest/xnotivation of teacher(s) 
of Exeanoplary/R^lication program(s) , " "si^^wrt your give/gave to teachers 
of Exenplary/Replication program(s)," and ••your interest/motivation." 
"Other*' benefits to personnel, as reported but not detedled in Table 5, 
were specifically listed as: 
Recognition. 

DepartraentcLL reoogniticxi as a vhole. 
Staff morale increase. 
Salary awards for Coordinator and staff. 
Recognition for efforts. 

Increased knowledge for teacher, especieilly with computer 
hardware. 

Opportunity to collaborate with others in education, in the 
State, in similar programs. 

Table 6 relates the ranking of benefits to personnel as seen by 
teachers. By far the most iirportant "benefit to personnel" was seen by 
both Exenplary and R^lication Teachers (72 percent) as "your 
interest/motivation." Ihe second hi^iest-ranking benefit, according to 
33 percent of edl teachers, was "administrative support." 
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As can be seen in Table 7, both groins of administrators agreed with 
teachers that the most iirportant '"benefit to persOTnel" was 
"interest/iootivaticai of teacher (s) of Exeaotplary/R^lication program(s)/» 
as indicated by 71 percent of the R^lication Administrators and 54 
percent of the E>«itplary Administrators (63 percent for the total 
administrators) . 

Table 8 shows the frequency by which the four papulations ranked the 
variajs benefits to personnel as •'most important" ("1"). Overall, the 
total grocp saw •'your interest/motivatic»i" as the itost iicportant benefit 
to personnel. Ihe second most frequently selected "r* benefit to 
personnel, as seen by the total population, was "interest/rootivatic»i of 
teacher (s) of Exegpoplary/B^lication progr?:m(s) 
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Benefits to 
Personnel 



Table 5 

Checklist of Benefits to Personnel, 
As Perceived By Exemplary and Replication 
Teachers and Administrators 



Exem, Repl, 
Teachers Teachers 
n=33 n=24 



a» Administrative support 91% 100% 

a.l Interest/motivation of na na 

teacher (s) of Exemplary/ 
Replication program{s) 



b. Interest/motivation of 
other teachers 



82% 



71% 



Total 
Teachers 
n=57 



96% 



na 



77% 



Exem, Repl, 
Admin • Admin , 
n-26 n=21 



80% 



na 



na 

57% 100% 



59% 



Total 
Admin, 
n=47 



na 
77% 

71% 



Total 
n=104 



96% 
77% 

74% 



c. Staff morale 60% 46% 

d. Staff support 55% 66% 

d,l Support you give/gave na na 

to teachers of Exemplary/ 
Replication progrr.m{s) 



54% 
60% 
na 



38% 
46% 
84% 



36% 
36% 
73% 



38% 
42% 
79% 



50% 

50% 

79% 



e» Support staff 
in-service 



12% 



4% 



9% 



15% 



14% 



15% 



30% 



f» Teacher in-service 

g. Your interest/ 
motivation 



33% 
94% 



29% 

100% 



32% 
96% 



15% 
76% 



23% 
82% 



19% 
7^% 



26% 
89% 



h» Other 



6% 



13% 



8% 



15% 



0% 



8% 



9% 



Note: na = not asked 
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Table 6 

Ranking of Benefits to Personnel 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Benefits to 
Personnel 



Exemplary Teacher 
n«33 , • 
Ranking 



Replication Teacher 
n»24 
Ranking 



Total Teacher 
n«57 
Ranking 



a« Administrative support 



11% 33% 18% 9% 6% 



a.l Interest/motivation of 1% 18% 33% 24% 6% 
teacher (s) of Exemplary/ 
Replication program(s) 



b« Interest/motivation of 
other teachers 

c« Staff morale 

d* Staff support 

d. l Support you give/gave 

to teachers of Exemplary/ 
Replication program(s) 

e. Support staff 
in-service 

f« Teacher in-service 

g. Your interest/ 
motivation 

h« Other 



na 



6% 12% 9% 12% 15^ 
6% 6% 15% 21% 9^ 



na 



0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 

1% 6% 12% 0% 12% 

75% 18^ 9% 3% 9% 

0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 



13% 33% 18% 8% 8% 
4% 4% 29% 13% 21% 



na 



4% 4% 25% 13% 0% 
4% 4% 21% 12% 25% 



na 



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

4% 4% 4% 13% 4% 

G7% 25% 0% 4% 4t 

4% 0% 0% 4% 4% 



12% 33% 16% 9% 7% 

4% 12% 31% 19% 12% 



na 



5% 9% 16% 12% 18% 
5% 5% 18% 18% 16% 



na 



0% 0% 0% 0^ 0% 

3% 5% 9^ 5% 9% 

72% 21% 5% 4% 7% 

2% 0% 0% 1% A% 



4^ 



Note: na « not asked 
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Table 7 

Ranking of Benefits to Personnel 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Benefits to Exemplary Administrators Replication Administrators Total Administrators 

Personnel n»26' n«21 n«47 

Ranking Ranking . Ranking 



a* Administrative support 



na 



a«l Interest/motivation of 54% 4% 23% 12% 0% 
teacher (s) of Exemplary/ 
Replication program(s) 



b« Interest/motivation of 
other teachers 

c« Staff morale 

V 

d# Staff support 

d«l Support you give/gave 

to teachers of Exemplary/ 
Replication program(s} 

e* Support staff 
in-service 

f« Teacher in-service 

g. Your interest/ 
motivation 

h« Other 



2% 8% 27% 27% 15% 

10% 15% 0% 8% 4% 
0% 8% 4% 12% 23% 

6% 35% 8% 19% 15% 

0% 4% 0% 4% 8% 

2% 4% 0% 4% 4% 

23% 27% 12% 12% 4% 

3% 3% 3% 0% 0% 



Note: na « not asked 
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na 



71% 18% 10% 0% 5% 



na 



63% 10% 13% 16% 02% 



0% 18% 18% 9% 14% 



1% 12% 23% 19% 15% 



0% 5% 9% 14% 9% 
0% 5% 9% 23% 0% 
13% 18% 23% 9% 5% 



5% 10% 4% 10% 6% 
0% 10% 6% 17% 13% 
10% 27% 15% 15% 10% 



0% 5% 5% 0% 5% 



0% 4% 2% 2% 6% 



4% 5% 0% 9% 9% 

12% 32% 23% 5% 5% 



3% t% 0% 6% 6% 
18% 29% 17% 8% 4% 



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 



2% 2% 2% 0% 0% oi 
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Table 6 

Most Important Benefits to Personnel, by Proquency, 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Benefits to 
Personnel 



Exem. Repl, Total Exem. Repl. Total 

Teachers Teachers Teachers Admin. Admin. Admin, 

n«33 • n=24 n=57 n=26 » n=21 n=47 



Total 
n=104 



er|c 



a) Administrative support 

b) Interest/motivation 
of teacher(s) of 
Exemplary/Replication 
program( s) 

c) Interest motivation 
of teachers of other 
programs 

d) Your interest/notivation 

e) Support you give/ 
gave to teachers of 
Exemplary /Replication 
prograip ( s ) 

f) Staff morale 

g) Staff support to 
Exemplary/Replication 
program( s) 

h) Support staff in-service 

i) Teacher in-service 
j) Other 



P(Rank) P(Rank) 
4(2) 3(2) 



l(3t) 



l(3t) 
1(3) 

0(4t) 
l(3t) 
0(4t) 



Note: t « tie 



l(3t) 



not ranked 



25(1) 15(1) 
not asked 



l(3t) 
1(3) 

0(4) 

l(3t) 

l(3t) 



P(Rank) 
7(2) 

2(3t) 



40(1) 



2(3t) 
2(3t) 

l(4t) 
2(3t) 
l(4t) 



P(Rank) P(Rank) 
not asked 



14(1) 



l(4t) 

5(2) 
2(3t) 



2(3t) 
0 

0(5) 

l(4t) 

l(4t) 



14(1) 



3(2t) 
3(2t) 



0(4) 
0(4) 

0(4) 
1(3) 
0(4) 



P(Rank) 



28(1) 



1(5) 

8(2) 
5(3) 



2{4t) 
0(6) 

0(6) 

2(4t) 

1(5) 



P(Rank) 
not ranked 

30(2) 



not ranked 

48(1) 
not- ranked 



4(2t) 
2(3t) 

1(4) 

4(2t) 

2(3t) 
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Tables 9, 10> and 11 relate hew teachers perceived the Exeirplary 
Program Erojec±s in terras of their "Benefits to Curriculiim*" 
(Administrators were not asked to respond to this item*) 

Table 9 shows hew the teachers reacted to a checklist of "benefits 
to curriculum*" Ei^ty-ei^t percent of the total teacher groip (93 
percent of Exemplary Program Teachers and 83 percent of R^lication 
Project Teachers) chose "ocnpetency-tosed instnaction" as a benefit to 
curriculiam* Ihe second most frequently checked item was "coKpetency- 
based curriculiam materieds," as selected by 84 percent of the total grojp 
(93 percent of Exeaooplary Teachers and 74 percent of R^lication 
Teachers) • A larger gap was shown in response to "Curriculimi i:pgrading 
to industry standards" (viiich was chosen by 67 percent of Exearplary 
Teachers and 48 percent of R^lication Teachers) and to "performance 
evaluation" (56 percent of Replication Teachers but only 23 percent of 
Exemplary Teachers). TWo E)ffiraplary Tbachers added occroents: caie, in 
reference to the items "curriculimi i5)grading to industry standards" and 
"program philosophy/goals," said, "Already vp to Standard," and the other 
scdd, 'Used as a model program (curriculimi) . " Only one teacher 
(R^lication) added a comment under "Other": "Specific modules; i.e., 
enployer interviews, etc.," vMch he/she subsequently rated as a "2" in 
the ranking of benefits to curriculum. 

Table 10 shows hew teachers ranted the iitportance of "benefits to 
curriculum" items they had chected. To the combined teadier groups, 
' "conpetency-based curriculum materials" was the most iitportant curriculum 
benefit, and "competency-based instriKAion" was most frequently selected 
as "2." 

o ■ 112 
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Table 11 surmnarizes both teacher populations' rankings of the itost 
ittportant ("1") benefits to curriculum. As was shown in the preceding 
table, "ocnpetency-^Dased curriculum materials" and "ccitpetency-based 
instruction" were most often ranked as the most iirportant. Ihe fewest 
respondents chose "integrated safety instruction" and "integrated 
vocational student organizaticais" as the most iirportant benefits to 
curriculum. 
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Table 9 

Checklist of Benefits to Curriculum^ 
As Perceived By Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Benefits to 
Curriculum 



Exemplary 
Teachers 
n=27 



Replication 
Teachers 
n=23 



Total 
n==50 



a» Competency-based curriculum 
materials 

Competency-based instruction 

c» Curriculum administration/ 
management 

d. Curriculum upgrading to 
industry standards 

e» Individualized instruction 
for student career goals 

f» Individualized instruction 
for students with special 
needs 

g. Integrated safety instruction 

h. Integrated vocational student 
organization 

i. Performance evaluation 
Program philosophy/goals 
Other 



93% 

93% 
41% 

67% 

59% 

41% 

33% 
7% 

23% 
33% 
0% 



74% 

83% 
35% 

48% 

66% 

26% 

22% 

22% 

56% 
39% 
4% 



84% 

88% 
38% 

58% 

62% 

34% 

28% 
149. 

40% 
36% 



Note: na = not asked 
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Table 10 

Ranking of Benefits to Curriculum 
As Perceived By 
Exemplar;.' and Replication Teachers 





Benefits to 
Curriculum 


Exemplary Teacher 
n=27* 
Ranking 


Replication Teacher 
n«23 
Ranking 


Total Teacher 
n«50 

Ranking " 








12 3 4 


5 


12 3 4 


5 


1 


2 3 4 


5 


a« 


Competency-baeed 
curriculum materials 


26% 26% 26% 7% 


7% 


29% 13% 17% 4% 


4% 


28% 


20% 22% 6% 


6% 


b. 


Competency-based 
instruction 


26% 30% 15% 7% 


7% 


20% 30% 9% 26% 


4% 


22% 


30% 12% 16% 


6% 


c. 


Curriculum 

administration/ 

management 


7% 7% 19% 4% 


4% 


6% 0% 13% 4% 


4% 


7% 


4% 16% 6% 


6% 


d. 


Curriculum upgrading 
to industry 
standards 


12% 11% 11% 19% 


19% 


9% 13% 9% 17% 


9% 


11% 


12% 10% 18% 


12% 


e. 


Individualized 

instruction 

for student career 

goals 


9% 11% ll^ 19% 


7% 


13% 17% 4% 17% 


13% 


11% 


14% G% 18*:, 


10% 


f . 


Individualized 
instruction 
for students with 
special needs 


7% 7% 0% 15^ 


7^ 


3% 0% 9% 4% 


9% 


5% 


4% 4% 10% 


8% 




Integrated safety 
instruction 


5% 4% 7% 7% 


15% 


0% 0% 17% 0% 


9% 


3% 


2% 10% 4% 


12% 
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Table 10 (Con't) 
Ranking of Benefits to Curriculum 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Benefits to 
Curriculum 



Exemplary Teacher 
n«27 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



Replication Teacher 
n«23 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



Total Teacher 
n«=50 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



h. Integrated vocational 
student orgv«nization 

i. Performance evaluation 

j • Program philosophy 
/goals 



Ot 0^ 0% 0% 7% 

3% 0^ 15% '4% 4% 
5% 4% 4% 11% 4% 



0% 9% 0% 4% 9% 

12% 9% 17% 9% 17% 
8% 4% 4% 4% 4% 



0% 4% 0% 2% 8% 

0% 4% 1G% 6% 16% 
7% 4% 4% 0% 8% 



k. Other 



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 



0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 



0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 



Table 11 

Most Important Benefits to Curriculum, by Frequency, 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Benefits to 
Curriculum 

•) Competency-based curriculum material^ 

b) Competency-based instruction 

c) Curriculum administration/management 

d) Curriculum upgrading to industry 
standards 

•) Individualised instruction 
for student career goals 

f) Individualized instruction 

fcr students with special needs 

g) Integrated safety inr>truction 

h) Integrated vocational student 
organizations 

i) Performance evaluation 
j) Program philosophy /goals 
k) Other 



Exemplary Replication Total 

Teachers Teachers Teachers 

n»27 n=23 n-50 

F(Rank) F(Rank) F(Rank) 

8(1) 0(1) 

7(2) 2(2t) 0(2) 

3(3t) 3(2t) 6(3t) 

l(4t) 1(3) 2(4t) 

3(3t) 3(2t) (>(3t) 

l(4t) 1(3) 2(4t) 

0(5t) 0(4) 0(6t) 

0(5t) 0(4) 0(6) 

l(4t) 1(3) 2(4t) 

3(3t) 3(2U) C(3t) 

0(5t) 1(3) l(5t) 
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Tables 12. 13. 14. and 15 present the pero^tions of teachers' and 
adrainistxators' regarding the "Benefits to Progi-^m" when a vocaticaial 
program has Exenplary or Rti'lication status. 

Table 12 shews hov all four groi^ of re^nndents reacted when asked 

to check a list of possible "benefits to program." "Program publicity" 

was seen by all four groips (62 percent) as a benefit. Exenplary 

Teachers (78 perooit) and R^lication leachers (58 peroent) felt 1 5at 

"program recognition" was a baiefit. E>«tplary Program personnel 

were twice as likely as Replication Project rejqxjodents to check "public 

reactioiVsi^iport." "Other" benefits to the program, as referenced in 

Table 12, were listed by teacSiers and edministrators as*. 

Led to national recognition, plus two ocBuunity awards and a 
college outstanding service award. 
Software books, reference iraterials. 

Student recruitment indirectly throu^ program reoogniticai. 
Madia involvement. 
Faculty developBaent. 

Table 13 r^rts hew teachers ranked the iitportanoe of the "benefits 
to program" they had checked (as shewn in Table 12) . Twenty-six peroent 
of the total teadier graap chose "program publicity" as the mcst 
iirportant benefit. Replication Teachers gave equal first-place ranking 
(21 peroent each) to"program publicity" and "new equipraent purchases." 

Table 14 shews hew the adudnistrators ranked the iitportance of 
"benefits to program" that they had checked. like thr teachers, they 
ranked "program publicity" as the most inportant benefit, with Ejffimplary 
Program Administrators (57 percent) giving the hi^ier rating of the two 
groi?)s of administrators. One-fourth (23 percent) of the Replicaticai 



ERIC 



121 



84 



A±aiiustrators gave their hi^iest ratings to "cxxajpational (craft) 
advisory cxinaittee involvearaent" and "resource identification." 

Table 15 sunnarizes, by frequency, all four grxx^* rankings of the 
most iir(x>rtant "benefits to program." As was sham in the three 
preceding tables, "program publicity** was most often ranked as the most 
iirportant ("1") , having been so designated by 33 of the 105 respondents 
. v^o ranked the items, and "new equipment purchases" was the second most 
iirportant benefit to the vocational program to the four groips. 
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Benefits to 
Program 



Table 12 

Checklist of Benefits to Program, 
As Perceived By Exemplary and Replication 
Teachers and Administrators 



Exem. Repl. Total 

Teachers Teachers Teachers 
n=32 n=24 n=56 



Exem» Repl* 
Admin* Admin. 
n=26 n=21 



Total 
Admin < 
n=47 



Total 
n=103 



a. Facility management/ 
adaptation 

b# Local industry support 

c. Occupational (craft) 
advisory committee 
involvement 

d» On-site Compliance Review 
by PDE (if since E/R 
status ) 

e* New equipment purchases 

f . Program print/nonprint 
resources 

g. Program publicity 

h. Program recognition 

!• Public reaction/support 
j. Resource identification 



32% 

41% 
46% 



30% 
41% 

84% 
78% 

69% 



58% 

58% 
58% 

tlot asked 

50% 
58% 

63% 
58% 
38% 

Mot asked 



43% 

50?. 
52% 



43% 
50% 

55% 



14% 43% 

32% 48% 
36^ 57% 



7% 



10% 



26% 

39^ 
45% 

8% 



14% 24% 18% 
Not asked 



02% 52% 

r:ot asked 

61% 29% 47% 

46% 43% 45% 



45% 

44% 
47% 

Not totaled 

40% 

Mot totaled 

62% 
Mot totaled 

51% 
Not totaled 
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Table 12 (Con't) 
Checklist of Benefits to Program^ 
As Perceived By Exemplary and Replication 
Teachers and Administrators 



Benefits to 
Program 



Exem. Repl. Total 

Teachers Teachers Teachers 
n=»32 n=»24 n=56 



Exem. Repl. Total 
Admin • Admin • Admin • 

n=26 n=21 n=47 



Total 
n=103 



k« Resource management 



1. School (general) advisory 34% 
committee support/involvement 



Not asked 

13% 25% 



m. School publicity 
n« Supplies 
o« Other 



31% 
6% 



Not asked 

75% 50% 
4% 5% 



14% 53% 
14% 33% 



02% 
25% 
3% 



33% ' 
33% 
9% 



31% 
18% 

61% 
29% 
6% 



not totaled 
22% 

Not totaled 
40% 
6% 



Note: na = not asked 



Benefits to 
Program 



Table 13 
Ranking of Benefits to Program 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Exemplary Teacher 
n«32 
Ranking 



Replication Teacher 
n=24 
Ranking 



Total Teacher 
n=56 
Ranking 



Facility management/ 
adaptation 



d. 



9% 3% 6% 6% 9% 



0% 13% 0% 16% G% 



Local industry support 

New equipment purchases 13% 0% 6% 6% 9% 

Occupational (craft) 6% 22% 6% 6% 9% 

advisory committee 

involvement 



Program print/nonprint 
resources 

Program publicity 

Program recognition 

Public reaction/ support 



6% 6% 6% 16% 6% 

31% 20% 16% 3% 3% 
16% 20% 16% 9*4 9% 
9% 0% 31% 13% 16% 



School (general) advisory 0%- 0% 9% 9% 10% 

committee support/ 

involvement 



Supplies 
Other 



9% 0% 3% 6% 3% 
6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 



17% 17% 0% 0% 13% 

8% 4% 17% 13% 17% 
21% 13^ 8% 0% 0% 
4% 13^^ 17% 4% 

0% 13% 4% 8% 0% 

21% 17% 21% 4% 4% 

8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

0% 4% 13% 13% 8% 

0% 4% 0% 8% 0% 

17^^ 4% 0% 13% 17% 
4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 



13% 9% 4% 13% 11% 

4% 11^ 7^ 14% 11% 
17% 5% 7% 7% 5% 
5% 16% 13% 11% 7% 

3% 9% 5% 13% 3% 

26% 23% 10% 1% 1% 

12% 16% 9% 9% 5% 

5% 1% 23% 13% 13% 

0% 1% 5% 9% 11% 

13% 1% 1% 9% 9% 
5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Table 14 
Ranking of Benefits to Program 
As Perceived By 
Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Benefits to 
Program 



Exemplary Administrators 
n«26 
Ranking 



Replication Administrators 
n=21 
Ranking 



Total Administrators 
n=47 
Ranking 



a« Facility management/ 
adaptation 



0% 0% 7% 0% 7% 



b. Local industry support 11^ 0% 4% 18% 0% 



c« Occupational (craft) 
advisory committee 
involvement 



0% 7% 11% 11% 17% 



d. On-site Compliance Review 0% 4% 4% 4% 0% 
by PDE (if since E/R 
status) 



e« Program publicity 
f. Public reaction/support 
g« Resource identification 
h« Resource management 



57% 11% 7% 7% 0% 

0% 7% 25% 14% 14% 

4% 29% 0% 7% 7% 

0% 4% 4% 0% 7% 



1, School (general) advisory 4% 0% 0% 7% 4% 
committee support/ 
involvement 



9% 9% 9% 9% 4% 

14% 14% 14% 0% 4% 

23% 14% 9% 4% 4% 

0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 

19% 0% 9% 9% 14% 

0^ AZ 4% 14% 14% 

23% 0% 4Vi 9% 4% 

4% 14^, 23% 4% 4% 

0^ 0% 5% 5% 14% 



4% 4% G% 4% 6% 

13% 6% 8% 10% 2% 

10% 10% 10% 8% 6% 

0% 2% 2% 4% 0% 

38% 6% 4% 0% 6% 

0% 6% 6% 14% 10% 

14?. 1C>T, 2% G?. 6% 

2% C>% 12% 2% 6% 

0% 0% 2% 6% 0% 
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Table 14 (Con»t) 














Ranking of Benefits to Program 














As Perceived By 




• 










Exemplary and Replication Administrators 










Benefits to 


Exemplary Administrators Replication Admini 


strators 


Total Administrators 




Program 


n»26 n=21 




n=47 










Ranking Ranking 




Ranking 










12345 1234 


5 


12 3 


4 


5 


j. 


School publicity 


11% 25% 29% 7% lit 14^ 10% 10^ 10% 


5% 


13% 18 20% 


0% 


8% 


k. 


New equipment purchases 


0% 0% 4% 4% 7% 19% 4% 0% 0% 


0% 


9% 2% 2% 


2% 


4% 


1. 


Supplies 


7% 0% 4% 4% 11% 10% 14% 0% 5% 


5% 


0% 10% 2% 


4% 


8% 


in« 


Other 


0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0% 


0% 


0% 4% 2% 


0% 


0% 
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Table 15 

Most Important Benefits to Program^ by Frequency, 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Benefits to 
Program 



Exem« 
Teachers 
n-32 



Repl, 

Teachers 
n«24 



Total 
Teachers 
n=56 



Exem, Rcpl« 
Admin* Admin « 
n=20 n=21 



Total 
Admin < 
n=49 



Total 
n=105 



a) Facility management/ 
adaptation 

b) Local industry support 

c) Occupational (craft) 
advisory committee 
involvement 

d) On-*site Compliance Review 
by tDE (if since E/R 
status) 

e) New equipment purchases 

f ) Program print/nonprint 
resources 

g) Program publicity 

h) Program recognition 

i) Public reaction/support 
j) Resource identification 
k) Resource management 



F(Rank) F(Rank) 
3(4t) 3(2t) 



0(6) 
2(5t) 



4(3) 
2(5t) 



2(3t) 
1(4) 

not asked 

6(lt) 
0(5t) 



0(lt) 6(lt) 
5(2) 2(3t) 
3(4t) 0(5t) 

not asked 

not asked 



F(nank) 
6(4t) 



2(6t) 
3(5t) 



10(2) 
2(6t) 

14(1) 
7(3) 
3(5t) 



F(Rank) F(Rank) F(Rank) 
0(5t) l(4t) 1(5) 



3(2t) 2(3t) 5(2t) 

0(5t) 4(lt) 4(3) 



0(5t) 



16(1) 



.0(5t) 



0(5t) 
l(4t) 
0(5t) 



0(6t) 



0(5t) 3(2t) 3(3t) 
not asked 



3(2t) 19(1) 

not asked 

0(5t) 0(6t) 

4(lt) 5(2t) 

l(4t) 1(5) 



F(Rank) 
7(4t) 



. 7(4t) 
7(4t) 

not ranked 

13(2) 
not ranked 

33(1) 
not ranked 

3(5t) 
not ranked 
not ranked 
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Table 15 (Con't) 
Mo«t Important Benefits to Program, by Frequency, 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 







Bxcm* 


Repl* 


Total 


Bxem* 


Repl* 


Total 






Benefits to 


Teachers 


Teachers 


Teachers 


Admin* 


Admin* 


Admin* 


Total 




Program 


n-32 


n-24 


n-56 


n-26 


n-21 


n-47 


n-103 






P(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


P(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


1. 


School (general) advisory 


0(6) 


0(7t) 


0(7) 


l(4t) 


0(5t) 


1(5) 


1(6) 




committee support/ 


















involvement 
















»• 


School publicity 




not asked " 




3(2t) 


2(3t) 


5(2t) 


not ranked 




Supplies 


3(4t) 


3(2t) 


6(4t) 


2(3) 


l(4t) 


3(4) 


7(3) 




Other 


2(5t) 


1(4) 


3(5t) 


0(5t) 


0(5t) 


0(6t) 


3(5t) 
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gables 16> 17 > 18, aond 19 relate to regxDnaents* pert^qptions of 
"Benefits to School" (of Exeaiplary/Replication status) • Table 16 reports 
reactions to a checklist of ben&^..ts to school, as viewed by all four 
populations . "Board recognition" was seen by all groips exoqpt the 
Bi^lication Administrators as the greatest benefit to the school. Ihis 
itan was selected by 100 percent of the Exesiplary Teachers, vAio gave an 
equally unequivocal rating to ^'Statewide recognition, " Eic^ty percent of 
the n^lication AAoinistrators felt that "occnunity relationships" was a 
benefit to the school, "Other** benefits, as specified by six percent of 
all re^ndents (15 percent of the R^lication Teadiers) , were: 
Upgraded to technologically oriented curriculxm, 
Oculd possibly be used by Guidance Department, 
Media involveaoaent. 
Faculty developoaent; 

Also inclvided in their responses to "Other** were: "Did not receive 
any benefits to school"; **Too early to assess"; and *'First yez^' in 
operation — give us more tine,** 

As seen in Table 17, teachers ranked the inoportance of the *'Benefits 
to school" that they had checked previously (Table 16), In this 
exercise, 25 percent of the Exernplaiy Teachers indicated that *'Board 
recognition" was the most iitportant benefit, while 35 percent of the 
Replication Teadiers felt that **Board recogniticai** was the most inportant 
benefit, Biis was the cccbined Exeanplary and Pfcplication Teacher choice 
of the most iitportant benefit, vMle one-fourth of the teachers saw the 
most iirportant. benefit as **cxxtwunity relaticxiships," **Articulation" was 
chosen as the most iitportant benefit to the school by 19 percent of the 
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t£>tal teacher gtaap. 

Table 18 relates acJministrators* perceptions of the nost iirportant 
benefits to the school • IX^enty-seven percent of the Exenplary 
Administrators felt that ^'Statewide recognition** appeared as the most 
inportant benefit (to 23 percent of this groip) • l\i?enty-three percent of 
R^lication Adniinistrators ranked "Board recognition" as "1," but 25 
percent selected "Statewide reoognitioi*" Thirty-five percent of 
R^lication Administrators placed "cGraaunity relationships" in the second 
position* 

Table 19 suninarizes, by frequency of choice, the selections of all 
four groups of the ("1") nost inportant benefit to the school; first, 
seccaid and third, by total group frequency, were "Board recognition," 
"Statewide recognition," and "local press," respectively* 
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Table 16 

Checklist of Dcnefits to School # 
Ar, Perceived Dy Exemplary and ncplication 
Teachers and Administrators 



Benefits to 
School 



Exem. nepl» Total Excm. Ucpl. Total 

Teachers Teachers Teachern Admin • Admin • Adrin < 

n»33 n«20 n«53 n»26 n=21 n«47 



a. Articulation with other 79% 60% 
educational agencies 

b« Board recognition 100% 05% 

c« Community relationships 00% 70% 

d« Local press 76% 45% 

e« National recognition 36% 15% 

f« Statewide recognition 100% 50% 

9« Other 3% 15% 



73% 

83% 
65% 
29% 
03% 
7% 



60% 

OS?* 
77% 
Olt 
19^ 
92% 
3^ 



70% 

75% 
00% 
50% 
5% 

5-- 



03% 

71% 
69% 
50^. 

C»2% 
4^ 



71% 

00% 

00^ 

40% 

21^ 
70% 
6% 
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Tabic 17 
Ranking of Dcncfits to School 
As Perceived Dy 
Exemplary and Replication Teachors 



Benefit^^ to 
School 



Exemplary Teacher 
n-33 
Ranking 



Replication T^iacher 
n=20 
Ranking 



Total Teacher 
n=53 
Ranking 



Articulation with other 15% lat 9% 12% 12t 
educational agencies 

b. Board recognition 25% 27% 6% 24% 12% 

c. Community relationnhipn 19% 10% 10% 15% 12% 
d» Local press 12% 27% 9% 12% 0% 

National recognition 3% G% G% 9% 9% 

f» Statewide recognition 25% 9% 40% 15% 9% 

g. Other 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 



23% 0% 5% 5% 35% 

35% 30% 20% 10% 0% 

30% 30% 25% 5ti 0% 

5% J0% 5t 5% 5ti 

1% 0% 0^ 5% 5% 

6% 20% 20:i 5% 5t 

1% 0% 0% 0% 5% 



19% 9% 5% 9% v% 

30% 29% 13% 19% 7% 

25% 23% 21*^ 12*^ 8%- 

0% 19% 10% G^ 10% 

2% 5'^* 4% 0% 0% 

16% 15% 30^ I2ti 3% 

1% 0% 0% 0% 5^ 
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Table 18 
















Ranking of Benefits to School 
















As Perceived By 
















Exemplary and Replication Administrators 










B«n«fit8 to 


Exemplary Administrators Replication Administrators 


Total Administrators 




School 




n»26 n»21 






n«47 










Ranking Ranking 






Ranking 








1 


2345 1234 


5 


1 


2 3 4 


5 




Articulation with other 


12% 


15% 19% 8% 15% 14% 20% 5% 5% 


5% 


13% 


17% 12% 6% 


10% 




•ducationel agencies 
















Board recognition 


23% 


15% 12% 19% 12% 23% 20% 10% 20% 


0% 


23% 


17% 10% 17% 


5% 


e. 


Community relationships 


15% 


15% 15% 19% 5% 16% 35% 10% 10% 


0% 


16% 


25% 12% 13% 


32% 


a. 


Local press 


19% 


23% 3% 8% 19% 21% 15% 15% 5% 


5% 


20% 


19% 8% 6% 


12% 




National recognition 


4% 


0% 12% 8% 0% 1% 0% 5% 10% 


0% 


2% 


0% 8% 4% 


0% 




Statewide recognition 


27% 


19% 35% 23% 8% 25% 0% 15% 10% 


10% 


26% 


15% 23% 15% 


7% 




Other 


0% 


3% 0% 0% 3% 1% 3% 0% 0% 


0% 


1% 


2% 0% 0% 


1% ^ 
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Tabie 19 

Most Important Benefits to School r by Frequency* 
As Ranked by Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 


Benefits to 

School 


Bxem* 

Teachers 
n-33 


Repl« 
Teachurs 
n-20 


Total 
Teachers 
n-53 


Exem« 
Admin* 

n«26 


Repl. 
Admin • 
n-21 


Total 
Admin • 
n-47 


Total 
n-100 


Articulation with other 
educational agencies 


F(Rank) 
3(2) 


F(Rank) 
6(2) 


F(Rank) 
9(2t) 


F(Raak) 
3(3t) 


F(Rank) 
2(5) 


F(Rank) 
5(5) 


F(Rank) 
14(4) 


b« Board recognition 


9(lt) 


8(1) 


17(1) 


6(1) 


4(3) 


10(3) 


27(1) 


c* Community relationships 


5(3) 


2(3t) 


7(4) 


3(2) 


3(4) 


6(4) 


13(5) 


d* Local press 


6(5) 


2(3t) 


8(3) 


6{3t) 


5(2) 


11(2) 


17(3) 


e« National recognition 


1(6) 


l(4t) 


2(5) 


1(5) 


0 


1(6) 


3(6) 


f» Statewide recognition 


9(lt) 


0 


9(2t) 


7(4) 


6(1) 


1(1) 


22(2) 


9* Other 


0(7) 


l(4t) 


1(6) 


0(5) 


1(6) 


1(6) 


2(7) 
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Dlfyymlnation 

Tables 20, 21^ 22, and 23 report the esctent to viiich other pec^le 
made inquiries about the funded vocaticxial Exeanoplary and Replicaticai 
projects. In Item 2 of the Exesoplary Teacher and Administrator and 
R^lication Administrator questionnaires and in Itan 3 of the R^lication 
Teacher questionnaire, iBspcndents were asked to irxiicate the numbers of 
personal, phone, and mail inquiries they received from Pennsylvania 
schools or programs and frcm out-of-state schools and programs during 
each of the years their vocational education programs held E>ceiiplary 
Project status. 

Tables 20 and 21 report responses regarding inquiries ftom vathin 
Pennsylvania. As shewn in Table 20, the frequency of inquiries, as 
r^rted by Exenplary Teachers, increased from year to year, with far 
fewer teachers reporting "zero" inquiries during lY 1986-87. For FY 
1986-87, this group (with 33 teachers reporting) showed a total of 303 
tel^hone inquiries and 260 : rdl inquiries. As shown in Table 21, 
ExBTtplary Administrators also reported an increase in the number of 
Pennsylvania inquiries in 1986-87 over the two preceding years. 
Administrators, both Eiffianplary and R^licaticxi, were laore likely to be 
OOTitacted perscxially than by inail or telephone inquiry. 

Tables 22 and 23 shew the nuaoobers of inquiries received by teachers 
and administrators from out-of-state schools or prograne. Table 22 
r^rts the inquires made of teachers. Althou^ the totals r^rted 
appear to be hi^, particularly regarding personal inquiries, these 
annual totatls reflect teacher appearances at conferences ^*ere they were 
accessible to inquiry as well as inquiries by people v*k> made personal 
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C5antac±s jthervdse. Likewise, the R^licaticxi Teacher who r^rted 30 
personal contacts in FJf 1986-87 indnaed an annotaticxi that she had made 
a presentation in OolxBcbus, Olio, to CXiio • s Exenplary Program 
Coordinators. 

T&ble 23 shews the nuntoers; of out-of-state inquiries made to 
Ejffiaraplary and Replicaticai AdmirxiytratorSy as they reported them in the 
surv^ questionnaire. Ncxie were reported by Replication (only) 
Administrators. Not surprisingly, Exeaooplary Administrators were less 
liJoely than the Exeapplary Teachers to be the recipients of persaial, 
phone, or mail inquiries. Also, the Administrator may be more liJoely (as 
was reported by one respondent) to refer inquiries abotf.. the Exai|)lary 
Program to the Exemplary Prograai coordinator or teacher. 
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Table 20 

Nuober of Inquiries Received From Pennsylvania 
Schools/Programs by Exenplary and Replication Teachers 



Exemplary Teacher Replication Teacher 

Number of Inquiries by Fiscal Year Personal Phone Mail Personal Phone Mail 



1984 - 85: 




(n=30) 






(n-2) 




0 


21 


19 


21 


— 


— 




1-2 


2 


- 


- 


— 


— 




3-5 


2 


4 


1 








0 Iw 


X 


1 


4 








11-15 


1 


1 


1 


- 


- 


- 


16-20 


1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


21-30 


2 


1 


1 


- 


- 


- 


More than 30 


0 


1 


1 


- 


- 


- 

(-) 


(Actual total reported) 


(107) 


(70) 


(122) 


(-) 


(-) 


only checked 


1 


2 


1 


- 


— 


— 


1985 - 86: 




(n«31) 






(n-19) 




0 


15 


13 


13 


11 


14 


16 


1-2 


2 


6 


3 


2 


2 


1 


3-5 


5 


- 


3 


3 


3 


1 


6-10 


4 


4 


3 








11-15 




X 


2 


2 






16-20 


1 


2 


5 








21-30 


1 


3 










More than 30 


2 












(Actual total reported) 


(243) 


(163) 


(158) 


(59) 


(15) 


(10) 


only checked 


2 


2 


2 


1 


1 


1 


1986 - 87; 




(n-35) 






(n«20) 




0 


5 


4 


6 


9 


14 


17 


1-2 


6 


10 


6 


5 


3 


2 


3-5 


10 


4 


8 


3 


3 


1 


6-10 


6 


7 


5 


3 






11-15 


3 


2 


3 








16-20 


2 


2 










21-30 


1 


2 


3 








More than 30 




1 


1 








(Actual total reported) 


(214) 


(303) 


(260) 


(43) 


(13) 


(7) 


only ch3cked 


2 


2 


2 
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Table 21 

NuiAber of Inquiries Received From Pennsylvania 
Schools/Programs by Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Exemplary Administrator Replication Administrator 

Number of Inquiries by Fiscal Year Personal Phone Mail Personal Phone Mail 



1984 - 85: 






(n=15) 






(n-15) 




0 




12 


11 


11 


13 


13 


15 


1-2 




- 


- 


- 


2 


2 


- 


3-5 




2 


2 


1 


— 


— 


— 


6-10 








? 








11-15 




1 


2 




- 


- 


- 


1 C OA 






— 


1 


- 


- 


- 


21-30 




— 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


More than 30 




- 


- 




- 


- 


- 


(Actual total 


reported) 


(23) 


(36) 


(43) 


(2) 


(2) 


(2) 


only checked 




- 


- 


- 


- 


- 




i985 - 86: 






(n=20) 






(n«15) 




0 




11 


10 


13 


11 


13 


15 


1-2 




4 


4 


1 


3 


1 


- 


3-5 




2 


2 


3 


- 


- 


- 


0-lU 




2 


2 


3 


1 






11-15 






1 










16-20 
















21-30 




1 












More than 30 
















(Actual total 


reported) 


(57) 


(42) 


(38^ 


(13) 


(2) 


(-) 


only checked 






1 






1 




19'86 - 87: 






(n-19) 






(n«15) 




0 




3 


3 


8 


9 


10 


15 


1-2 




5 


6 


3 


2 


1 




3-5 




7 


4 


5 


1 


1 




6-10 




2 


5 


3 








11-15 










1 






16-20 




2 












21-30 
















More than 30 
















(Actual total 


reported) 


(88) 


(65) 


(47) 


(19) 


(4) 


(-) 


only checked 






1 




2 


3 
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Table 22 

Number of Inquiries Received From Out-of-state 
Schools/Programs by Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Exemplary Teacher Replication Teacher 

Number ot Inquiries by Fiscal Year Personal Phone Mail Personal Phone Hall 



1984 - 85; 






(n«24) 






(n-9) 




0 




21 


20 


18 


9 


9 


9 


1-2 




- 


1 




- 






3-5 




- 


1 


2 


- 


- 


- 


6-10 








1 








11-15 










_ 


_ 


_ 


16-20 




1 


- 


_ 


_ 


_ 


_ 


21-30 




1 


_ 


_ 


_ 


_ 


_ 


More than 30 






1 


1, 




_ 


• 


(Actual total 


reported) 


(46) 


(67) 


(131) 


(-) 


(-) 


(- 


only checked 




1 


1 


1 








1985 - 86: 






(n«24) 






(n-10) 




0 




20 


19 


17 


8 


9 


9 


1-2 




- 




2 


2 




1 


3-5 






3 


1 


~ 






6-10 




1 


1 


3 




1 


- 


11-15 




1 












16-20 
















21-30 




1 












More than 30 
















(Actual total 


reported) 


(50) 


(23) 


(30) 


(3) 


(6) 


(2 


only checked 




1 


1 


1 








1986 - 87; 






(n»25) 






(n-U) 




0 




19 


17 


15 


10 


9 


11 


1-2 




2 


6 


5 




2 




3-5 




1 


1 


2 








6-10 




1 




1 








11-15 
















16-20 








1 








21-?G 










1 






More than 30 




1 












(Actual total 


reported) 


(263) 


(13) 


(40) 


(30) 


(3) 


(- 


only checked 




1 


I 


1 
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Table 23 

Number of Inquiries Received From Out-of-state 
Schools/Programs by Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Exemplary Admininstrators Replication Administrators 

Number of Inquiries by Fiscal Year Personal Phone Mail Personal Phone Mall 



1984 - 85: (n«15) (n-6) 

0 15 13 14 « - - 

I- 2 - 2 - _ . - 
3-5 . - 1 _ . . 
6-10 - - . _ - - 

II- 15 _ - - _ - _ 
16-20 - - - - - _ 
21-30 _ - - - . _ 
More than 30 - - - . . - 
(Actual total reported) {-) (2) (3) (-) (-) (-) 

1985 - 86: (n-11) (n-6) 

0 9 12 9 - . - 

I- 2 - - - _ - - 
3-5 . Ill _ . - 
6-10 - - 1 . - _ 

II- 15 1 - - - - _ 

16-20 - - - - - - 

21-30 - - - - - - 

More than 30 1 - - - _ _ 

(Actual total reported) (20) (3) (9) (-) (-) (-) 

1986 - 87: (n-'lO) (n-6) 

0 10 4 4 6 6 6 

I- 2 - 6 5 . - - 
3-5 - - 1 ... 
6-10 - . - - - - 

II- 15 _ - - - « . 
16-20 - . . - - - 
21-30 _ . - - - . 
More than 30 - - - _ - « 
(Actual total reported) ' (-) (9-) (13) (-) (-) (-) 
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Tables 24 and 25 reflect ExeaoDplary and R^lication Teadier 
questionnaire items that were designed to elicit tandem information 
relative to the disseminaticai of mterials frou tiie Exercplary Programs • 

T&ble 24 r^rts Ebreanrplary Teacher questionnaire Item 3, in vMcii 
teachers were first asked to place a check mark beside any types of 
materials or assistance that had been requested by other teachers or 
schools. About two-thirds of the 34 Exaoplary Teachers \*o responded to 
this item sedd they had received requests for "course goals," "curricula 
guides," and "descriptive brochures." Bie most popular items were 
"descriptive brochures," "task list," "curriculum guide," "total 
curriculum," and the "planned vocational course," according to the 
numbers of requests r^rted. 

Biese teaciiers were then asked to write the quantity or total 
numbers, of the requested materials that were actually disseminated. 
Descriptive brochures were lODst likely to be distributed in quantities of 
50 or more (7,226 reported as actually disseminated). Ihe greatest 
frequencies of quantities of course goals disseminated were in the areas 
of between "1 and 10" and "28 and 100." For other kinds of materials, 
the greatest concentrations fell in the "1 - 5" and "6 - 10" categories. 
Ihe total numbers of eadti kind of material r^rted as disseminated are 
also shewn in Table 24 as "Total Reported." 

T&ble 25 relates Replicaticxi Teachers • responses to their 
questionnaire Item 4, which asked them to indicate by a check mark the 
types of materials/assistance they had (a) requested, (b) received, 
and/or (c) needed but did not receive ftxm their mentor Exemplary 
Pi:ogram(s) . Of the 24 respondents, only 79 percent said they had 
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requested "descriptive brcxdiures" abcxit their laentor Exenplary 
Erogram(s) , but 100 percent received them. Seventy-one percent requested 
a "curriculm guide" and 79 percent received one, and, vdiile only hedf 
(50 percent) requested "course goals,** 67 percent received them. Ten 
teachers requested ••perfonnance objectives" from a mentor Program: 11 
teachers (46 percent of the 24 re^xsndents, or one more teacher than had 
requested them) received a copy of the mentor Exenplary Program* s 
performance objectives. One teacher >Aio needed them said they were not 
received. Among other itans "needed but not received" were: curriculimi 
guide (one Replication Teacher) ; equipment list (ofie teacher) ; on-site 
technical assistance (tovo teachers); planned vocational course (one 
te&.cher) ; task list (one teacher) ; total, curriculimi (one teacher) ; and 
video tape/slides (one teacher) . For all items on the list, thouc^h, 

teachers reported having r^eived the various iteaas than had 
actually requested them. 
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Table 24 

Materials Requested and Quantities Disseminated by 
Exemplary Program Teachers 
(n=34) 



Type of Material 


Number 


Requests 






Total 


Number 


Disseminated 






Total 


Checked Reported 


1-5 


6-10 


11-25 


28-50 


51-100 


101-500 


501-1000 


1000+ 


Reported 


Course goal? 


21 


44 


(n) 
(21) 


f 
6 


f 

2 


f 
1 


f 

5 


f 
4 


f 
2 


f 
1 


p 


1898 


b. Curriculum 
guide 


22 


52 


(26) 


7 


8 


2 


4 


2 


2 






1683 


c. Descriptive 
brochures 


23 


204 


(25) 


3 


2 


2 


2 


6 


5 


4 


1 


7226 


d. Equipment 
lists 


8 


4 


(7) 


4 


2 


- 


- 


1 




- 


- 


99 


e. /erformance 
objectives 


18 


44 


(19) 


6 


2 


3 


5 


1 


2 


1 




1817 


f. Planned 
vocational 
course 


13 


46 


(13) 


5 


1 


2 


3 


1 


1 


1 




1168 


g. Task list 


14 


58 


(19) 


7 


5 




2 


3 


1 


1 




1098 


h. Total 

curriculum 


20 


47 


(10) 


7 


2 


1 


4 


2 


1 


1 




1256 


i. Mideo 

tape/slides 


10 


1 


(10) 


5 


2 


3 












73 


g. Other 


2 




{-) 


















1750Ha 



w-useu xn r»n. events 

-General materials distributed at informational conferences 
-Floor plan 

-Carrer assessment/awareness information 

-Sex equity information 

-Worksheet 



(D-100 sample tests 
-1000 recruitment brochures 
-500 Job acquisiton tests 
-150 national conference 
-Maps to school (most given at workshops). 
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Table 25 

Types of Materials/Assistance Requested, Received, or 
Needed But Not Received From Mentor Exemplary Programs by 
Replication Teachers 
(n«24) 



Type of Reported Reported Needed, But 

Material/Assistance Requested Receipt Did Not Receive 





Course goals 


n 
11 

12 


50t 


16 


67t 


11 


- 




Curriculum guide 


17 


71t 


19 


79t 


1 






Descriptive brochures 


19 


79X 


24 


loot 


- 


- 


d« 


Equipment lists 


6 


2SX 


7 


291 


1 


4* 


e^ 


On-site technical assistance 


5 


21t 


6 


25t 


2 


6X 


t. 


Performance objective 


10 


42t 


11, 


46t 


1 


iX 


9- 


Planned vocational course 


7 


29t 


9 


38t 


1 


4t 


h. 


Task list 


7 


29t 


9 


38t 


1 


4t 




Telephone consultation 


10 


42t 


14 


58t 








Total curriculum 


8 


231 


9 


36% 


1 


4t 




Video tape/slides 


4 


171 


5 


211 


1 


4X 


I- 


Other* 


3 


m 


4 


nx 







^-Resource materials used^ -Did new slide presentation. 

-Information on how computer was -Did visit both schools twice each, 

used for student/employer list.^ng« 
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Tables 26, 27> 28, and 29 relate how the four populations re^nded 
\4hen asked to indicate the annual nunbers of formal presentations the/ 
had made about their £>cenplary and^or Replication projects. The tables 
are oonstnicted identically, as were the items as they apgeaxed in the 
four questionnaire, to enable ready CGqparison. (Exaotplary Teacher 
questionnaire Item 4, R^lication Teacher questionnedre Item 5, and Item 
3 on both A±Qiiustrator questionnedres.) Each of the four tables shows 
tl^ nuni^er of ret^xxxSents for each e^licable fiscal year, as well as 
the toted nusober of presentations (of all types) r^rted for each fiscal 
year. A valxie of "one presentation" was assigned for the few respondents 
who only checked an item rather tlian recording the actual nuntoer? 
therefore, in reality, the total nunbers of fonnal presentaticxis may have 
been hi^ier than r^rted in Tables 26 throug^i 

A review of all four tables shows that the total nuntoers of 
presentations by Exeitplary Teachers (Table 26) axxi Execplary 
A±ninistrators (Table 28) increased greatly over the four-year r^rting 
period. Overall, however, the nuntoers of respondents \Am said they had 
made no formal presentations exceeded the nuicbers of those said that 
they had. Of the 1985-86 EJceKplary Teachers, 15 reported presentations 
at "regicml/State meetings, or associations" as cocopared to 14 v*io did 
not appear at these meetings, and in 1986-87, 17 reported such 
presentations as ccnpared to 16 vAk) did not. 

As also shewn in Table 26, E>araplary Teachers r^rted 37 
appearanccsrs at PVBC during FYs 1984-85, "85- •86, and •86- •87; however, 
only in 1985-86 did the nunbers of PVBC presentations exceed the numbers 
who dicl not participate. 
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B^lication Project Teachers (Table 27) and ikSministrators had 
only Pepllcation Projects in their sdiools (Table 29) were far less 
likely than Exooplary Program personnel to be involved in making formal 
presentations about their Projects. 

AAninistrators were asked to report the nunber of formal 
presentations they had made to their school boards anchor advisory 
cowniittees (the only item not included in the teacher questionnaires) • 
Only f oer £>^euplary Program Administrators saS .ley h^d not made a 
presentation to either of these groups during fY 1936-87, 16 had nade one 
or two such presentations, and one said that "over 10" (18) such 
presentations had been made during this period (Tsible 28) • 

In a table-by-table review^, the first (Table 26) of this, set of four 
r^rts the formal presentations related ty Execiplary Teachers, The 
nunobers of formal presentations increased steadily over the four-year 
period reported. By F5f 1986-87, 33 teachers reported 21S formal 
presentations, with the greatest nunbers of respondents saying that one 
or two formal presentations were made and 21 respondents indicating that 
they had made three to five presentations. During 1986-87, eic^ht 
Ex^nplary Teachers said each had ](nac3e from six to ten formal 
presentations. The 18 teachers v^ho listfcJ presentations to gm^ps other 
than the selections provided on the questionnaire showed the following as 
the "other*' groips: 

m 1984-85 > Exatplary Teachers presented to: School Board; school 
classes; national oonferenoe; administrators^ two national Di^laced 
HcDemakers Nfetwork oatiferenoes; and Florida State Vocational Education 
Ooni:erence. 
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In 1985-86 . E>cen{>lary Teachers said tliat th^ made presentations at: 
School Board meetings (two teachers); guidanoe ass-^nblies; counselors; 
Uhiversity of Pittsburgh students in Vocational Education; female 
students in math and science, Washington (PA) High School - assertiveness 
training/nontraditional career orientation; McKeesport schools, male ard 
fesDnale potential dropouts' nontraditional career orientation. 

1986-87 presentations reported by E»eraplary Teachers were to: 
Electronics teachers; PAVESNP; REACH; CEC; and national association 
meeting. 

Table 27 shcK^ the nunijer of formal presentations about the 
Eeplication Project by Replication Teachers. Althou^ this study was to 
r^x>rt about Replication Projects funded during 1984-85 and 1985-86, the 
teachers provided re^xanses according to the years they perceived the 
Project to be in effect; e.g., seme did not actually receive funding 
until F3f 1986-87 and others may have resporeSed frm the perspective that, 
OToe funded, their program still maintained R^lication status. Table 27 
reveals that the relatively few Replication Teachers vim made formal 
presentaticais about their Projects maiSe only one or two such 
presentations: none reported having made more than one or two. One 
teacher, vftio responcaed for 1984-85, added under "Other" that she/he had 
made presentations "for advisory boards." R^licatia 'tsachers who 
responded "Other" for 1985-86 said they had made prest rjitions to: 
Advisory Ooranittee; District administrators; craft ooramittee; at local 
School Board; and to junior hi^ students as a help in choosing a 
potential career. 
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Table 28 reports the respcsnses of Exemplary Erogcam A±ninistrators* 
(2gain, adodnistrators in this group indude those had both Emiplary 
and R^lication projects in their schools*) lAkB the Exesnplary Teachers, 
E)Qenplary Administrators reported a marted increase in the nunober of 
1986-87 presentaticxis (a total of 175) over the preceding years (123 in 

1985- 86 and only 33 in 1984-85) • Also, the feequency of those making 
more than two presentations a year increased in 1986-87 over the previous 
year* One Exesooplary Administrator reported making 11 formal 
presentations to ccrammity grocpe and 18 to "BoanVadvisory conmittees** 
in 1985-86, as well as 18 presentations to "BoanV^dvisory ooninittees" in 

1986- 87* "Other*' presaitations reported by Exanplary Program 
Administrators were: a television presentaticxi in each of the fiscal 
years; and one noted a presentation at a "national ocxiferenoe" in 1S35- 
86* IXiring 1986-87, one person reported presentaticxis at PAVESNP, REACH, 
and CEC. 

In T&ble 29, Administrators of Replicaticxi Projects (no Exeaaplary 
Programs) responded for lY 1986-87 as well as for the two designated 
study years (1984-85 and 1985-86) • They showed less involvement during 
1986-87 (45 presentations) than in 1985-86, v*ien 55 presentaticais were 
made* One Replication Administrator said he had made ei^^t presentaticxis 
during FZs 1985-86 and 1986-87 at "local professional laeetings 
(associations)" as well as 15 more to "ooramini.ty groips" in 1985-86 and 
20 to the "cxraaanity groi?)s" in 1986-87 • Iftider the "Other*' category, two 
R^lication Administrators noted for 1985-86 and 1986-87, respectively, 
that, "This is my first year" and "1986-87 is first year in operation; 
give us more time*" 
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Not shewn in Tables 26-29 are the grand totals of formal 
presentatiais xt^rted for the study years: 
Emcplary Teachers 417 
R^licatic»i Teachers 50 * 

Exacplary Administrators 333 
R^licatica Administrators 105 
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Table 26 

Nunber of Formal Presentations Made on 
Exemplary Programs by Exemplary Teachers 



1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 

Number Reporting n=* 2 n« 23 n= 29 n= 33 

Total Presentations , 3 67 132 215 



Types of Presentations over over over over 

0 J "2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 



a. To local teacher - 2 - - - 17 5 1 - - 15 11 3 - - 22 8 1 2 - 
groups 

b. At local professional - - - 18 23 - - 17 11 1 - - 19 95 - - 
meetings 

(associations) 

c- At regional/state - - - - - 16 7 - - - 14 12 3 - - 16 12 4 'l - 
meetings 
(associations) 

At PVEC (Penna. - - - - - 13 10 - - - 12 17 - - - 23 9 1 

Voc* Ed. Con- 

frenence) 

e^ To community - - - - - 17 4 2 - - 20 6 2 - 1 20 6 6 1 - 

groups 

f . To local employers - - - 18 3 - 2 - 20 62 1- 19 82 31 

g. To -others" 32 1 - - - 21 2 - - - 24 3 - - 2 22 6 3 1 1 
Totals 3 - - - 33 6 2 - 66 11 1 3 53 21 8 2 
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Table 27 

Number of Formal Presentations Made on 
Replication Projects by Replication Teachers 




1983-84 


1984-85 




1985-86 




1986-87 


Number Reporting 
Total Presentations 


n" 0 
0 


n= 1 
6 




n- 20 

25 




n= 21 
19 


Types of Prcuantations 


over 

0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 


over 

0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 


0 


over 
1-2 3-5 6-10 10 


0 


over 
1-2 3-5 6-10 10 


a* To local teacher 
groups 




1 - - - - 


16 


4 - - - 


16 


5 - - - 


b* At local professional 
meetings 
(associations) 




- 1 - - - 


16 


4 - - - 


18 


3 - - - 


c. At regional/state 
meetings 
(associations) 




1 - - - - 


19 


1 - - - 


18 


3 - - - 


d. At PVEC (Penna. 
Voc. Ed. Con- 
f renence) 






20 




21 




e« To community 
groups 






20 




20 


1 - - - 










^ — — — 


1 

Xo 


J ~ - -- 


g. To "others" 




- 1 - - - 


15 


5 - - - 


17 


4 - - - 


Totals 




2 - - - 




18 - - - 




18 - - - 


O 
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Table 28 

Number of Formal Presentations Made on 
School's E;:emplary/Rcplication Program(s) by 
Exemplary Administrators 



1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 



Number Reporting n« 2 n« 17 n= 23 n= 27 

Total Presentations 2 33 123 175 



TVDes of Pr#«$#nf;ifinn<; 


0 


over 
1-2 3-5 6-10 10 


0 


1-2 


over 
3-5 6-10 10 


0 


1-2 


3-5 


over 
6-10 10 


0 


1-2 


3-5 


over 
6-10 10 


a. To local teacher 


2 


- - - 


14 


3 


- 


15 


8 


- 


- 


12 


6 


4 


1 - 


meetings 
(associations) 


9 

Cm 




1 A 


9 


1 — _ 


1 A 


/ 






1 A 

14 


5 


4 




c« At regional/state 
meetings 
(associations) 


2 




15 


1 


1 - - 


18 


5 






15 


7 


1 




d« At conferences/ 
workshops 


1 


1 - - - 


14 


3 




16 


6 


1 




13 


8 


2 




e« To community 
groups 


2 




13 


3 


1 - - 


16 


4 


3 


- I 


11 


6 


5 


1 - 


f« To local employers 


2 




15 


2 




19 


3 


1 




14 


7 


1 


1 - 


g. To Board/advisory 
committees 


2 




14 


3 




12 


9 


1 


- 1 


4 


16 


2 


- 1 


h. To "others* 




1 ■ - - - 


16 


1 




22 


1 






22 


2 


1 




Totals 




2 - - - 




18 


3 - - 




43 


6 


- 2 




59 


20 


2 1 



Table 29 

Number of Formal Presentations Made on 
School's Replication Project by Replication Administrators 



1983-84 1984-85 1985-8'6 1986-87 



Number Reporting n» 0 n» 2 n= 18 n= 18 

Total Presentations 0 5 55 45 



Types of Presentations over over over over 

0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 0 1-2 3-5 6-10 10 



e. To community 
groups 



a. To local teacher 1 1 - - - 15 2 1 - - 13 !') 

groups 

• 

At local professional 1 .1 - - - 16 1 - 1 - 16 1 

meetings 

(associations) 

At regicnal/state 2- - " - 18- - - - 18- 

mee tings 

(associations) 

d. At conferences/ 11- - - 18- - " " 18- 

vorkshops 



16 1 - - 1 17 - - - 1 



f. To local employers 2-- 16-2 15 3- 

g. To Board/advisory -2 - - - 13 5 - - - 14 31 
committees 

h. To "others'* 2- - - - 18- - - - 18-- 
Totals 5 - - - 8 3 11 12 1 
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Table 30 reports re^xaises to an item that e^^peared only on the 
Exeinplary Teacher questionnaire (Itan 5) • Ihey were asked to relate, 
first, the nuniDer of visits that were made to their Exesrplary Programs by 
others each year. Tbey were then aslced to write the nuoober of visits 
they had made each year to other sites or schools to tell about their 
Exeinplary Programs. 

Site visitatiqis, both to and from Exenoplary Programs, were of 
importance to the disseminaticxi effort. Evidence of this was also (a) 
cited during the on-site interviews to seme of the programs and (b) as 
appears elsevftiere in the data sumnaries from questionnadre items. PCS 
funding to both EKeuplary Programs and Replication Projects inclvded 
travel monies that enobled teachers to visit related vocational 
programs. Thus, to ill\3strate the extent to \itdcti the visitations 
occurred, the frequency of the Exeaooplary Teachers' responses are shown in 
Table 30 according to the year vAiich the teacher-respcaidents showed as 
theJx first funded year. 

Etaring 1984-85, one Program that a^^parently was cited as Exemplary 
during 1983-84 r^»rted 15 visits by others, another, first funded during 
1984-85, r^rted 17 visits by others. TSao other Emtplary Teachers 
reported large numbers of visits to them during 1985-86, caie with 13 
visits and one with 17. As the nimA)ers of Exenplary Programs increased 
yearly, the numbers of visits to the Programs also increased by 1986-87, 
the 31 Exenplary Teachers v*io responded to this item showed a total of 
150 visits to tlieir Programs, and only four scdd they had no other. Over 
this foar-year period, 330 visits to Emcplary Programs were reported. 
Thirteen teachers r^rted no .visitors at all during these four years. 
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(Biese totals are not shewn in Table 30*) 

In the secxDnd part of Item 5, Emiplary TeacheL^s indicated that they 
had made substantially fewer visits to other schools to tell about their 
Execplary Progrsons. than others had made to them* Althou^ the number of 
visits made by Exesiplary Teachers to other sites increased each year (a 
total of 75 visits r^rted over a three-year period does not a$5)ear in 
T&ble 30) there was also a total of 35 "no visits" r^rted; i.e., ei^t 
of 11 teachers made no visits during 1984-85; 11 of 22 made no visits 
during 1985-86; and 16 of 31 teachers reportiirj for 1986-87 said that 
they had made no visits to other schools regarding Exemplary Erograirs* 
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Table 30 

Number of Visits Hade To and By Exemplary Program Teachers 



Number of Visits Number Visits To Program Number Visits By Teacher 

by Fiscal Vear by Others to Others 

Frequency by first funding year Frequency by first funding year 



'83-'84 'SI-'SS 'SS-'Se '86-'87 Total '83-'84 •84-'85 '85-'86 '86-'87 Total 



0 


2 


- 


- 


- 


2 


— 


- 


— 


- 


— 


1-2 




- 


— 


— 


— 


- 


- 


— 




- 


3-5 


1 








1 










— 


6-10 






















11-20 


1 


- 


- 


- 


1 


- 


- 


- 


- 


- 


Over 20 


• 


— 


— 


— 


— 


- 


- 




— 




Actual number visits 


(23) 


(-) 


(-) 


(-) 


(23) 


(-) 


(-} 


(-) 




(-) 


1984-8U (n=ll): 






















0 


1 


1 


- 


- 


2 


3 


5 






8 


1-2 


— 


~ 


— 


- 


- 


- 


1 


— 




1 


3-5 


2 


4 


— 


— 


6 


1 


X 


— 




2 


Q — lU 




1 
i 






1 
i 












U-20 


1 


1 






2 












Over 20 






















Actual number visits 


(24) 


(38) 


(-) 


(-) 


(62) 


(4) 


(5) 






(9) 


1985-86 (n=22): 






















0 




1 


4 




5 


1 


4 


6 




11 


1-2 


1 


1 


1 




3 


2 


3 


2 




7 


3-5 


1 


4 


3 




8 


1 


2 


1 




4 


6-10 


1 


3 


1 




5 












il-20 


1 








1 












Over 20 






















Actual number visits 


(29) 


(38) 


(28) 


(-) 


(95) 


(6) 


(12) 


(5) 


(-) 


(23) 


1986-87 (n«31): 






















0 




2 






4 


2 


5 


6 


3 


16 


1-2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


7 


1 


3 


1 


4 


9 


3-5 


1 


2 


5 


4 


12 


1 


1 


2 




4 


6-10 


1 


2 


1 




4 






1 


1 


2 


11-20 


1 


1 


2 




4 












Over 20 






















Actual number visits 


(32) 


(36) 


(63). 


(19) 


(150) 


(5) 


(10) 


(17) 


(11) 


(43) 
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Tables 31, 32, and 33 represent responses to a chedc-rarik item on 
the questionnaires of Exjeaoplary Teachers (Item 6), t^iqplication Teachers 
(Item 6), and Exeaoplary Administrators (Item 7). (Note: The focus of 
this question was on r^licatiai activities, or inpleraentaticxi, . as well 
as on the disseroinaticxi of Emcplary Programs. Becaxise of the near 
sameness of the itans on the three questionnaires, the jboplementaticxi 
data frcm Replication Teachers, as shown in Table 32, are inclixJed in 
this section, "Dissotdnation.") 

All three grcx?)s were first asked whether they had e>?)erieiKsed 
problems/constraints in dissemination, or r^lication, activities. Table 
31 r^rts that, of the 88 total item respondents, 59 (or 53 percent) 
indicated, »»Nb problems/ocnstralnts." Of the 41 people (47 percent of 
the total groflp) v4io said, "Yes," they had e>q)erienoed problems or 
COTstraints in dissemination or replication, 18* were Exeaxplary Program 
Teachers (38 percent of this grotqp), ten were Replicaticxi Project 
Teachers (38 percent of the Replication Teacher respondents) , and 13 were 
Exemplary ikJministrators (50 percent of those v4io responded fixro this 
groip) . 

Forty-one percent of the three-groiqp total \ibo indicated 
"problems/oc»istraints" selected "teacher's tine too limited" frcm a list 
of possible problems/constraints when asked to check those that applied. 
Sixty-<»e percent of the EMnplary Teachers vAio said there were 
problems/constraints cited "Other" than the list provided (and, of the 
total groip \iho had problems/constra-»iits, 37 percent checked "Other"). 
The following "Others" were specified as: 
Portable video player. 
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Teacher edde. 
Release tine. 

No classroom release time to assist visitors. 
Extra pay for e>:1:ra work. 

More money in 3rd or 4th year to update materials. 
Funding inocxisistent xd.th other ocnpetitive projects., 
Rigidity of budget. 

State technical assistance a problem c»ily since loss of State 
Coordinator. 

PVEC '87 not encouraging to dissemination. 

As with the other two cpncups, not all of the ten Replication 

Teachers y/ibo said there were problems or constraints in their r^lication 

activities elected to cccplete the item by checking the categories 

provided in this item. Of those v*io did, two provided ooBoroents as they 

checked "Other." One said, ••Trouble with the cccputer: ituch difficulty 

in the card reader and printer** and "Oould not get a cocnputer." Ihe 

second "Other** was e)^lained by a 1986-87 teacher. 

This year there was a 6xop in enrollmeiit. In addition, a hic^ 
percentage of those enrolled were removed from the program 
throuc^hout the year for disc^linary anVor academic reasons. It 
has been soy most frustrating year since 1981. 

Another R^lication Teacher provided this ocranent; 

E>«3ellent administrative siqpport; too disruptive to class/school; 
funding poor. It is worth the extra work and excellent State 
technical assistance. 

Exenpplary Administrators who cited *'Other'* probleits/constraints were 

most often concerned with funding, as shown Li the following: 

Major problem .is restricticais on how jKmes are e)^)ended to 
disseminate. 
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Eewaneration to Staff —Merit would be rectified next year. 

Inxnsistencies with funding guidelines for cxirpetitive 
projects and Exatplary status. 

PEE funds too liittited. 

With PVEC not 3ieeting for Exieraplary in 1986-87, 
dissemination reduced. 

T^les 32 and 33 show how the 41 respondents vAk> reported 

problans/oonstraints in disseodnation, or replication, activities, ranted 

thaa. Obe three groags were asted to rank the top five of the 

descriptors th^ had chedked, with **1" showing the greatest 

problai/oonstraint, "2" the next greatest, etc. T&ble 32 shows the 

frequency by \ibic±i the varioiss items were ranted as one throug^h five. 

•Ilie total groups' first choice was "teacher's tiiae too limited" 

(22 percent) . 

Tstole 33 shows the total group's ranking, by frequency of the "1" 
choices, of the greatest prcblems/constraints in dissemination (and 
r^lication) activities. By this ranking, the five tqp problens were: 1 
- Teacher's time too limited; 2 - Disruptive to class/school; 3 - Not 
worth the extra work; 4 - Funding; and 5 - Resources too limited. 
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• Table 31 
Ctiecklist ot Problems/Constraints in Disseniination of 
L'xemplary Program/Kep licatxon ActivitieSf as Reported by 
E:<efuplary and Keplication Teacners an'l Exemplary Administrators 


Problems/Constraints 


E;:emp lary 
Teacher 
<n=36) 


Replication 
Teacher 


Votal 
Teacner 
<n=62) 


(ixemplary 
Administrator 
(n=26) 


Tot?l 
Group 
(n=8B) 


No problems/constraints 


tiOY. (n=l8> 




Sti/. ^n-3A) 


t)0% (n=13) 


53% <n=59) 


b. YeSf proolems/conscrc^mts 


tiijX (n=l8) 


38% (n=lo; 


(n=2B) 


tiOX (n=13) 


47% (n=41) 


Type of proulew/constraint: 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


a. Administrative support 


W 


TO 


•14 


na 




b. Local staif support 


na 


na 








c. Oif^iculty in getting 
suDstilute teachers 


•1/ 




•VI 


lb 


M2 


d. Disruptive to class/ 
scnool 


c!8 


20 


25 


31 


27 


Funding 


33 




2'i 


23 


22 


f« Not worth th& extra work 


33 




21 


«3 1 


tin 


g. Resources too limited 








31 


19 


h. State technical 
, assistance 


r/ 


— 


11 


8 


10 


1. Teacner's time too 
limited 


4^ 


AO 


43 


38 


41 


J. Otner 




20 


46 


15 


37 


Note na = tiot asked 
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Table 32 

Ranking of Problems/Constraints in Dissemination of Exemplary Program or 
Replication Activities as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Exemplary Administrators 



Problems/Constraints 



Exemplary Teacher 
n-18 
Ranking 



Replication Teacher 
n-10 
Ranking 



Exemplary Admin- 
n«13 
Ranking 



Total Group 
n=41 
Ranking 



12345 12345 12345 12345 



«• Administrative support 61 111 - 

b. Local staff support na— 

61 61 



c. Difficulty in getting 
substitute teachers 

d. Disruptive to class/ 
school 

e. Funding 

f. Not vofth the 
extra work 



17t 61 61 - 

17t 61 lit - 
in 61 6X 61 



g. Resources too limitea 6t 61 61 6X 

6t 61 - - 



h. State technical 
assistance 

i. Teacher's time too 
limited 

J. Other 

Note: na * not asked 



nx in nx ex 



101 - 



-na- 



8t 8t - 
8t - - 8t - 



5t 5X 



2X 21 - 



20X 



15X 



QX BX - 12X 2X 2X 2X 2X 



15X BX - - 
SX BX 15X - 



12X 2X 5X 7X - 
7X oX IX 2X 2X 



BX BX - 8* BX 5t 5t 2X 5X 2X 
BX - - - 2t 5^ - - - 



401 



20« 



15* 15X 



BX BX - 



BX 22X lot IX 2X IX 



JX 2X - 
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Table 33 

Greatest Problews/Constraints in Dissemination oF 
Exemplary Program/Replication Activities, by Frequency^ as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Exeniplary Administrators 



Problems/Constraints 



Exemplary Replication Exemplary Total 

Teachers Teachers Administrators Total Rank 

n=18 n=10 n=l3 n=4{ 



a. Administrative support 

b. Local staff support 

c. Difficulty in getting 
substitute teachers 

d. Disruptive to class/ 
school 

e. Funding 

f. Not worth the extra work 

g. Resources too limited 

h. State technical 
assistance 

i. Teacher's time too 
limited 

J. Dther 



F(Rank) 
1(3t) 

- (-) 

- (-) 

3(1*:) 

3(1t) 
2(2) 
1(3t) 
•l(3t) 

3(lt) 

- (-) 



F(Rank) 
■1(3) 



4(1) 



!(2) 



F(Rank) 

- (-) 

- (-) 
1(2t) 

2(lt) 

2(2t) 
•U2t) 
'i<2i) 
^ (^) 

2k it) 
1(2t) 



F(Rank) 
2(4t) 
- (~) 
1(5t) 

5(21) 

b(2t) 
3(-{t) 
2<4l) 
i(5t> 

3<3t) 



Note: t=tie 
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Table 34 , Teachers of Exeirplary Programs aixi Replication Projects 
were asked, in Itoa 7 of both questionnaires, to describe v4iat they felt 
to be the MDST effective disseaottination procedure ( for EScearplary 
Programs). Ihe following breataxit r^rts the nunibers of responses 
received from Exieanplary Project Teaciiers, by initial funding year (50 
total teacher recponaents, or 79% of the 63 teacher survey respondents) : 

1983- 84 - 2 of 4 Emiplary Teachers, or 50%; 

1984- 85 - 9 of 11 ExeaDoplary Teachers (80%) , with 10 observations, 

and 1 of 3 Replicaticxi Teachers (33%) , vdth 2 
observations; 

1985- 86 - 9 of 11 Exaiplary Teachers (82%) , and 20 of 22 

R^ication Teachers (91%) - with 23 observations; 

1986- 87 8 of 11 Exenplary Teachers (73%) , and 1 of 1 

Replication Teachers* 

Table 34 sunmarizes the categories of responses to Itan 7 from the 
jSxenplary and Replication teacher questionnaires* Both grocps felt that 
direct contacts anchor visitations to Exeqplary Programs were the most 
effective procedures fa" dissemination* (Althou^ it is not indicated on 
Table 34, 45 percent of the 56 cbservaticxis by teachers \it)o answered 
Item 7 were in this category.) More Exentplary Teachers (rF=7) considered 
printecVitiailed materials as the most effective dissemination procedure 
than did Replication Teachers (rF=3). Ihe reverse was true for 
conferences/workshops: Exeirplary Teachoxs (n=3) , Replication Oteachers 
(nF=9). 
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TSUESE 34 

SCMBRy OF TEMSER OBBESNKnXXS OF 9DBS EUaSCL ' VJE 
niBSENINia!IEN.IRKBXM«S, AS ifSUeiMj BY 
EXaSlSRSr iM) RSUjrmZK !DaCOBES 



Dissemination Procedure 

Oonf erenoes/ Direct Contact/ Printec[/Mailed 

Initied Workshops Visitations Mat«=>rials other 

Year Ex. Rep. Ex. Reo. Ex. Rap. Ex. Rep. 

ff f f f.fff 

1983- 84 2- 1 - 

1984- 85 2 - 3 1 213- 

1985- 86 28 311 32-3 

1986- 87 -1 5 - 2-1- 

Total 6912 12* 7343 



2is will be seen by cccparing the preceding Table 34 and the t:5)octdng 
Table 35, teachers were more likely to state feelings about the most 
effective procedures for dissesmination (56 observations) than they were 
to list the least effective procedures (36 observatioris) . 

m Figures 20 and 21 the verbatim responses of the teachers are 
shown, as they listed their cbservatiois about the most ^fective 
disseminaticai procedures. Figure 20 r^rts the replies of Exeaiplary 
Teachers, and Figure 21 shows the R^licaticai Teachers 'responses. Both 
of these figures follcw the same format; i.e., teacher re^xaises are 
arranged within the same categories in vMch they are tcdlied in the 
preceding Table 34. Responses are annotated according to the initial year 
of funding in order to show the depth of experic.<xie from vMch the 
teachers responded. 
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FIGDDRE 20 

IDST EFFECOXVE OISSEIIINAXICK HOCEDORES, AS IfSCEIVED 
EY EXEMFIABY HOGSMI lEACHEBS 



Conferenoes/Workshops 

Ksdeidosoope PWA - Presentations throu^ State D^)artraent of 
Education at Indiana ISiiversity of Pennsylvania and Iftiiversity of 
Pittsburgh. (1983--84) 

Formal presentations to small groups; tiioe wise, mcxre efficient for 
me — no need to r^)eat ityself with each visit. ^1983-84) 

I feel that rasOdng presentations at ocnferencses, with large ainounts 
of sanple materials is the best! list of ccnpetencies has been 
put into use throuc^KJut the state. (1984-85) 

Presentations at vocationed. conferences-— with video assistance and 
dfiMonstrations. (1984-85) 

Presentations to large and small groups at educaticmal conferences 
and wortehops. (1985-86) 

State and national conferences. (1985-86) 

Direct Oontact/Visitaticns 

On-site visits—effective for guests, helpful to see facility and 
learn hew program works in action. (1983-84) 

Individualized visits (\Aiere the visitor sits in cti my class (es) and 
then asks questions to get specific materials is very helpful. 

More Exemplaiy Teachers should allow their visitors to see your 
interaction xdth your students. Many of ny visitors have coraaented 
on this afterwards - and c^reciated the opportunity to see how the 
program works for me. (1984-85) 

Having other teachers, enployerr ccraraanity meanobers, etc. , ocroe to 
visit, nie time set aside during visits to share information and 
answer questions has been most beneficial to me as well as the 
visitors. Althou^ fewer numbers receive disseminaticai b^jiefits 
through this method, the quality of the time involved is mutually 
beneficial . (1984-85) 

On-site visitations by interested parties—after basic information 
packet is sent out. (1984-85) 
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Figure 20 (OGntiiued) 



Presently as structxir©d, time is bonxwed from other activities. If 
time were allotted in the regular teaching schedule to taloe phone 
calls, mail materials, conduct perscaial tours, etc., then this 
personal involvenent would be the most worthvMle activity. (1985- 
86) 

- Personal vi^dtation by qualified personnel ^o are teaching your 
specific area. (1985-86) 

- On-site visitation to other schools and having other teachers ocp>^ 
to cur school. (1985-86) 

In ny specialized area of forest technology, to date I have found 
the on-site visit to be the most effective dissemination procedure! 
(1986-87) 

- Most effective— personal contacts. Also, by mailing pactoets of 
requested information. (1986-87) 

Qi-site visits. Teachers can see shop in operation and see its 
effectiveness in teaching. (1986-87) 

Visitaticxi by classrocm teacher to exeanoplary site and ccaitact with 
teacher (personal). (1986-87) 

- Both visits to the site and presCTtationss with many materials 
available to the attendees seemed most effective. (1986-87) 

PrintecVMailed Materials 

Distributing the trcdning manual that I developed with E)ffia[iplary 
money. (1984-85) 

Statewide educational DOtspaper. (1984-85) 

Sharing curriculum materials with those \it)o request than. (1985-86) 
Mail materials to schools requesting same. (1985-86) 
Pennsylvania Bulletin was ny best source. (1985-86) 
At this point, mail. (1986-87) 
Mail total curriculum. (1986-87) 
Othev r 

Videotex producticais to guidance program and school career 
offeiriijgs. (1984-85) 
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Figure 20 (Ocxitinaed) 



To date, Lehi^ Valley, MSKeesport and Westearti Area VcHIteciis have 
r^licated ny (Welding) program. All three schools were hapgr/ with 
the r^lication process. (1984-85) 

EjoesDoplary program is good—needs more sc^jport both local and State. 
(1984-85) 

Vidpntape and slides. (1986-87) 

Figure 21 relates the veriaatim responses of R^licatiai Oteachers as 
they indicated their perceptions of the most effective dissemination 
procedures. 
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FIGORE 21 

MDST EFTECnVE DESSEMDIKnGN FKXHXIRES, AS EEHCEIVBD 
BY REPLECAXEON HGOECT TEACHERS 



Ctoriferehcses/Wbricshops 

Presentations at workshops. (1985-86) 

Presentation by State Representative C-?! Blyler) at VocatiOTal 
Cooperative Bducaticxi Oonferenoe-~*ad a chaiice to ask questicxis. 

TEftP Oonferenoe in naveater. (1985-86) 

Speaking to groups (civic grcqps, business organizati<Mis, advisory 
ccninittees, etc.) 

HhB teachers themselves must convey the benefits to colleagues, 
e^)ecially throu^ regular workshops. To those teachers not allowed 
to attend, their schools probably would not foster an exemplary 
progr am in that area. (1985-86) 

Technical technological i?xJate seminars related to specific trade 
area/subject area. (1985-86) 

Workshops ^xxisored by universities (i.e., , Benn State, Temple) 
relating to curriculum developnent, teaci. testing, or any other 
object areas \ghere groups of instructors with the saiae trade area 
are together i:or a coranon purpose. (1985-86) 

Presentations at workshops and peer grot^xs. (1985-86) 

Speaking to groups. (1985-86) 

Direct OcaTtact/Visitations 

Phone/personal consultations. (1984-85) 

Word-of-iaouth and assistance of the Regional OoorxiLnators. (1985- 
86) 

VisitatiOTs for cx^ coooplete day was fantasticl (1985-86) 

To the individual r^licating? I feel the laost effective 
dissemination is visiting the school and program to be r^licated, 
talking with the instructor, and viewing the program in action. 
(1985-86) 

On-site visits to Ebreanoplary Program school. (19895-86) 
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Figure 21 (Oontiiued) 



Talking to local groips of educators v*io mi^t have an interest in 
Career EcJucaticxi. (1985-86) 

On-site visits and presentations • (1985-86) 

Visiting Exeaooplary Progranis--faoe-to-faoe cOTtact. (1985-86) 

On-site visitations, (1D85-86) 

Teachers >*k> have ExaoiJlary Progr a ms, aooocpanied by a State 
r^resentative, to visit local sciiools to discuss with local 
teachers the merits and incx3e of operation of the Emnplary Program. 
Hcwever, mentors must ocrae through with ocranitments. (1985-86) 

Speaking to grouqps. (1986-87) 

Printed/Mailed Materials 

Shearing of public relations, curriculim, organizational/ 
ad m inistrative procedures and materials. (1984-85) 

Publica-cion of the list with brief description in the vocational 
guide for each year. (1985-86) 

Direct mailing to all teachers who may have a need/desire to use 
vAiat the Emnplary Program has to offer. (1985-86) 

Other 

Birou^ a central organization; i.e., Department of Vocational 
Education, Iftiiversity of Pittsburg. (1985-86) 

Tell teachers in districts as well as administrators; some teachers 
are not aware such a program exists. (1985-86) 

Exx^ellent scuroe of funding to i^xJate our programs, without funds, 
many additions to program would not have been possible. (1985-86) 
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Table 35 ^ Item 8 of the E>^atplar»'' Program Teacher questionnaire and 
Item 8 of the R^licaticn Project Teacher questicainaire asked for the 
sane informaticxi; i.e., both groi^ of teachers were asked to describe 
v*iat they felt to be the lEAST effective dissemination procedure (for 
Emtplary Programs). Re^xxises to this item were reviewed, first, 
according to the initial year of the Emcplary Program and by funding 
year of Replication Projects. Porty-ei^t teachers (76% of the 63 
teachei-* reqxxidents) answered Item 8: 

1983- 84 - 2 of 4 Exie9a?)lary Teachers, or 50%; 

1984- 85 - 8 of 11 Exatplary Teachers (73%) and 0 of 3 

Replication Teachers; 

1985- 86 - 6 of 11 Exaooplary Teachers (55%) eoxl 15 of 22 Replications 

Teachers (68%); 

1986- 87 - 7 of 11 Exieaacplary Teachers (64%) and 0 of 1 Replication 

Teachers. 

Table 35 suninarizes the categories of responses to Item 8 of the 
Exenplary and Replication Teacher questionnaires, showing that Es^nplary 
Teadiers were abcwt evenly divided in finding :aiione ccxitacts (n=7) and 
mailed/print materials (npS) the least effective dissemination procedure. 
Ri^lication Teachers were most likely to find print/mailed infonnation 
the least effective procedure, with 10 of the 15 respondents (67%) 
finding this method to be the least satisfactory. 
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SUMMARY OF 1!Ef£SER OBSERVATICNS OF LEAST KtlKCTiVE 
DESSEMINKniCN HDCHIIRES, AS BQCREH) EOT 



Dissemination Procedure 



Print/Mail 

Initial Hione Contacts Materials Personal Visits Other 



Year Ex. R^. Ex. Rep. Ex. R^. Ek. "Bep, 

f f f f f f f f" 

1983- 84 - - - - - - 2- 

1984- 85 2 - 3 - 1- 2- 

1985- 86 12 3 10 1- - 3 

1986- 87 4 - 2 - - - 1- 

Total 72 8 10 2 - 53 
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In Figures 22 and 23, the verfoat±ii responses of the teachers can be 
examined as they re^onded to Item 8 of their respective questionnaires: 
Figure 22 relates the respcaises of E>fie3iplary Teachers, and Figure 23 
contains Replication Project teachers'respOTses, showing teacher 
peroqjtions of the least effective disseanination procedures within 
categories suninarized in the preceding table (Table 35) • 

m Figure 22, rec^aises of Exenplary Program Teachers, in addition 
to being contained in categories, are annotated according to initial year 
of dissemination funding in order to shew the depth of their esqperiencses 
which f emulated their re^x^nses. 

FEGDRE 22 

lEftSr EFFBCHWE nESEOSDSmSXI HtXEDORES, AS FBCEIVED 
EY EXOfPCABY HOGKttl OEACHESS 

HicMie Ccaitacts 

Ihone conversations: suggest more visits. (1984-85) 

Someone calling to receive information to cop/ witiiout knowing or 
seeing program. (1984-85) 

aone calls to and from other schools. (1985-86) 
Hione calls. (1986-87) 
Ihone calls. (1986-87) 
Hione calls. (1986-87) 

Tel^jhone by classrocm teacher or administrator to exerrplary site 
without classrocm teacher. 

Printed/Mailed Materials 

I dislike sending a lot of material to people who have NOT been to 
my school to observe ny program. You would be amazed at how maiy 
things people want handed to them— ^dthout e35)lanation or 
clarification (so th^ can put it on a shelf soroevAiere). I want 
them to use it^ (1984-85) 
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Figure 22 (Ocsitinued) 

Host all dissemination activities have been beneficial in one way or 
another. The only one th»c: didn't seem to result in nuch feedback 
was a nailing done (our brochure with letter) to all districts in lU 
15 and 16. (1984-85) 

Sending infontatlon in the sail. (1984-85) 
A letter. (1985-86) 

Mailing of curriculum naterials (printad material) only. (1985-86) 

Trying to send out naterial without knowing the type of class being 
taught. (1985-86) 

Bulk mailings. (1986-87) 

Letters of reque^ followed by mailed information. Mbch interaction 
takes place yitien individuals at least telephone for mforuation. 

Personal Visits 

Visiting other programs. It is better if they visit my program. 
(1984-85) 

Visits by others to my school. It ties vp too nuch time. (1985-86) 
Other 

Kaleidoscope - P7EC. (1983-84) 
Slide tape program. (1983-84) 

A lot more needs to be done on the instructor level to let them know 
about the Exenplary/Replication Program. It seems to be the best 
k^ secr«2t in Vocational Education. (1984-85) 

Giving too much money to a r^lication grant to only have cxie year 
to spend, (1984-85) 

I feel every effort we made was at least sonesAiat effective. You go 
with what people s^l (1986-87) 

As In the preceding figure. Figure 23 also cites the pero^icais of 
teachers - this time R^lioaticai Project Tearhers - regarding the least 
effective dissemination procedure, detadling the suraaarizaticai presented 
in Table 35. As was shewn in Table 35, only RqplicaticMi Project Iteachers 
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vjhose projects were funded in 1985-86 entered data in respc/ise to this 
item (Itan 8, Replication Treacher) . 
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FIGDRE 23 

iraST EFBBCmE IHFSBmiKEICN HDCmiBES, AS EBtCEIVQ) 
BY REPLICATION HCOBCT TKftQIFRS 



rhone Contacts 

- I felt all the disseminaticai procedures were effective to some 
degree. Perhaps the least effective is infonnati jh receivod throuc^ 
telqphone oonversatiai. (1985-86) 

- Tel^3hone consultation (althou^) all methods are of some value. 
(1985-86) 

Pr5nted/MailecliMaterials 

- Reading about it in journals or papers. (1985-86) 

- * Mailings. (1985-86) 

Administrative maiD.ings cxily. (1985-86) 

Wtitten irailings--LBast litoely to be read and utilized. (1985-86) 

- Mailed written materials. (1985-86) 
Brochtires. (1985-86) 

Word-of-mouth and sokne printed materials. By word-of-raouth, 

information tends to become confusing and distorted. Some printed 
materials also confusing and misleading. (1985-86) 

KeMspaper, magazine articles about exotplafy programs. (1985-86) 

Announcseaoftents in the Pennsylvania Bulletin, and printed brochures; 
hcwever, tliey do serve ♦'heir purpose v*en printed in brief form and 
sent to all schools in r^^ainsylvania. (1985-86) 

Printed materials. (1985-86) 

Other 

Word of xtouth. (1985-86) 

Ohrcu^i other teachers in school. (1985-86) 

Just disseminaticxi funding informatiai to administrators or Federal 
vocatiaial educaticai coordinators. Ihe actual teachers themselves 
miist knew hew their programs can benefit. (1985-85) 
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M otivation/Supporb 

Tables 36 throucfli 40 were derived frcra a near^parallel item that 
643peared in all four questionnaires in ^cli the question was asked, "How 
did jsy find cut about the Exeitplary Program projecrt?" Item 9 in 
Exenplary and Replication Teacher questicxmaires and Item 4 in both 
Actaiinistrator questioinaires asked respondents to, first, diecik all item:s 
that cqpplied to them. These re^xxises are shown in Tables 36 and 37. 
The three subsequent tables (Tables 38, 39, and 40) show how the groips 
ranked the items they had checked in the order of their iirportancse to the 
decision to pursue ESrarplary, or R^licaticai, status. 

As shewn in Table 36, 60 percent of all teacher respondents said 
they found cut abcut the Emcplary Program Project in connection with 
their "personal desije to improve (their) program." This r.Dtivaticml 
factor was particularly evident in the responses of R^licaticai Iteachers, 
79 percent of vAiom checJrer" this stateaaent. The next hi^iest all-teadier 
respcaise was "direct: ca ^cu fton PEE/BVaE staff" (57 percent of all 
teachers), follcwed by "correspcaxJenoe from PEE's Bureau of Vocatiaial 
and Adult Education" (45 percent of all teachers and 50 percent of 
Exertplary Teachers). Sixty-seven percent of the Explication Iteachers 
ciiecked "visit to an Exenplary Program." "School administrators" were an 
information choice checked by 29 percent of all teachers. 

As shown in Table 37, the total administrator response revealed that 
52 percent found cut about the E)ffia[tplary Program Project throu^ "direct 
contact fror; PDE/EWR' staff," and 67 percent of Exenplary Administrators 
checked this item. The next hi^est Aaministrator response was 
"correspondence from PDE's BVAE "(50 percent of Exenplary Administrators, 



179 



140 



41 percent of Raplicaticari Mministrators, and 46 percent of all 
Mministrators) . Replication Administrators also said th^ found out 
about the R^lication Project throu^ l "teacher v*k) wanted to eqpply" (41 
percent) and a 'Visit to an Ex£aai)lary Program" (36 percent) • 

Tables 38 and 39 shew hew teaciiers and administrators ranked the 
"top five" of those items they had checked as information sources in 
terms of their inportanoe to the decision to pursue Exerplary Project 
status. 

In Table 38, teachers affirm the mrjti^T/uinnal influences of their 
"personal desires to inprove their programs," with an overall ranking as 
"1" by 29 percent of all teachers and by cO percent of Replication 
Teachers. Bus item was closely followed by "direct contact from 
PEE/BVaE staff" (28 percent of Pll teachers) • Diirty-eic^ht percent of 
the Explication Tteachers credited "school administrators" as the number 
"1" inflxaenoe. 

Table 39 shows that "direct corituct from rrai/BWRE staff" was the 
greatest ("1") influence on Administrators* pursuit of 
Emiplary/ plication status, as rarikad bj* 54 percent of the Exerrplary 
Program Administrators and 39 percent of both grotps. ••Oteacher \*o 
wanted to e^iy«' received the second highest nunber of votes (28 percent) 
PJ5 the most inoportant inflxienoe on the decision to c^ly ^or Exeirplary or 
Replication status. 

Table 40 summarizes the rankings of all teachers and administrators, 
^his table shews the ••most important" selections of all four grocps by 
frequency of "1" selections and by ranking. The total ranking shows that 
34 of the 104 item respondents chose "direct contact fron pra; (BVftE) " as 
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the laost important ihflviencse in the school or pxogrciai's decision to 
pursue E>ffinf)lary/E^lication status • A oattoination of three related 
iteras CXI this table frcm the teacher and administrator questionnaires 
placed "school administrators" and "school siqpervisory staff" (feoa 
the teacher questionnaires) and ^school administrative/sigervisory staff" 
(from the administrators' questlcamaires) in the secxxd-plaoe position as 
^le most inportant influienoe, with a ccHbined frequency of 27. 
A simlar bending was used in ^xscbining "personal desire to iitprove 
program" (fiDom the teacher questionnaire) with "teacher who wanted to 
c^ly*» (administrator questionnaire) • This yielded an overall frequency 
of 2f) and a third-place raxlking. 
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Table 36 

Checklist of Information Sources Regarding Pennsylvania's 
EKemplary Program/Replication Project > as Reported By 
By Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Sources of Information 


Exemplary 
Teachers 
n=34 


Replication 
Teachers 
n=24 ■ 


Total 
Teachers 
n=58 

-. ^ — 


a. Correspondence from PDE's BVAE 


50% 


38% 


45% 


b. Direct contact from PDE/BVAE staff 


59% 


54% 


57% 


c. Direct contact frara BVAE Regional Consultant 


■18% 


8% 


14% 


d, Inforii-ation mailed by Exemplary Program Teacher 


67. 


29% 


16% 


e. Local professional meetings (associations) 


6% 


17% 


10% 


f. Occupational (craft) advisory committee 


— 


— 


— • 


g. Other teacher(s) in your school 


18Z 




10% 


h, "Pennsylvania Bulletin" 


15Z 


25% 


19% 


xm rersonax uesxre lo xniprove prograni 


*T* /m 


797 


Ov/n 


j. Personal inquiry to PDE/8VAE 


15% 


38% 


24% 


!<• PVEC presentation/displays 


18% 


97. 


14% 


!• Recjional/state professional meetings 
(associations) 


18% 


20% 


19% 
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Table 36 (Con't) 
Checklist of Information Sources Regarding Pennsylvania's 
Exemplary Program/Replication Project, as Reported By 
By Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Sources of Information 



m. School administrators 

n. School supervisory staff 

0. Visit to an Exemplary Program 

p. Visit from Exemplary Program Teacher 

q. Other* 



«-Asked to write standards for Single Parent/Homemaker: 
conversation with others. 
-Personal friend who had an Exemplary Program. 



Exemplary 
Teachers 
n=34 



29% 
297. 

67. 

67. 

67. 



Rep lication 
Teachers 
n=24 



29% 

67% 
8% 



Total 
Teachers 
n=58 



297. 
r/7. 

3-1% 
77. 
37. 
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Table 37 

Checklist of Information Source<5 Regarding Pennsylvania's 
Exemplary Program/Replication Project, as Reported By 
By Exemplary snd i;splication Administrators 



Sources of Inforrntion 

Annual Funding Guidelines (PDE) 
Correspondence from PDE's BVAE 
Direct contact from PDE/BVAE staff 
Direct contact from BVAE Regional Consultant 
Individual conversations with other administrators 
Intermediate Unit Personnel 

Information mailed by Exemplary Prog m Teacher 

Local professional nieetm^^s (associations) 

Occupational (craft) advisory committee 

"Pennsylvania Bulletin" 

Personal inquiry to PDE/BVAE 

PVEC presentation/displays 

Regional/state professional meetings 
(associations) 



a. 
t. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

g. 

h. 
i. 

J- 

k, 
1. 
m. 



Exemplary 
Administrators 
n=24 



28% 
50% 
67% 
21% 
25% 

8% 

4% 
16% 

4% 
16% 

8% 
25% 

8% 



Replication 
Administrators 



Total 
Administrators 
n=46 



36% 


30% 


41% 


46% 


36% 


52% 


22% 


22% 


13% 


22% 




4% 


9% 


7% 


18% 


17% 




2% 


5% 


11% 


14% 


11% 


18% 


21% 


23% 


15% 
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Table 37 (con't) 
Checklist of Information Sources Reg?\rding Pennsylvania's 
Exemplary Program/Replication' Project, as Reported By 
By Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Sources of Information 



School general advisory committee 

0. School supervisory/administrative staff 

p. Teacher wanted to apply 

q- Teacher(s) in your schoolX other than 
those who applied 

r. Visit to Extnplary progranKs) 

5« Visit from Exemplary program teacher (s) 

t. Other 



emplary 
Administrators 



4% 

21X 



4Z 



Comments: 



-Previous Guidance Coordinator received the award and 

I therefore only assumed from him. 
-Was asked to write exemplary guidlines for Displaced 

Homemaker programs. 



Replication 
Administrators 
n=22 



14X 

5% 

36% 



Total 
Administrators 
n=/f6 



27. 
21% 
28% 

2% 

5% 
11Z 



188 



189 



Table 3B 

Ranking of importance of Information Sources. 1o Decision to l»ijrf>'jc 
Exemplary Program/Replication Status, as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Venchers 



Sources Important to 
Df;cision to Apply 



Exemplary Teacher 
n=34 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 15 



a. Correspondence from 
PDE's BVAE 

b. Direct contact from 
PDE/BVAE staff 

c. Direct contact from 
BVAE Regional Consultant 

d. Information mailed by 
EKemplary Program TeachKr 

e. Local professional 
mceti ngs (associations) 

f. Occupational (craft) 
advisory committee 

g. Other teacher(s) in 
your school 

h. "Pennsylvania Bulletin" 

i. Personal desire to 
improve program 



9% 3% -12% 3% 67. 

297. - 9% 6% 3% 

2% n 67. - - 

- - - 3% 3% 

- - 37. 3% 



6K ' - 

3% - - 
14% 67. -18% 



3% 
3'/. 

n 



37. 



Replication Teacher 
n=24 
Ranking 

■12 3 4 5 



•17% 17% 29% 4% 17% 



257. 'h7. 21% 13% 4% 



4% 29% 17% - 



4% '1% 8% 8/. 4% 



fiii 8% 4% 4% 4% 



a;: 



k'i 47. 13% 0% 4/. 
50% 1d% ^^l7. 17/. 13% 



Total Teacher 
n=58 
Ranking 

1 2 ' 3 4 



127. 9% 19% 3% 10% 



28% 7% 14% 9% 37. 



37. 77. 77. 



27. r/. 37. 77. 5% 



2% 3% 2% 37. 3% 



•jv 27. 5% &% 3% 
29% 9% 21% 12% 77. 
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Table 38 (Con't> 

Ranking of Importance of Information Sources To Deci^^ion to Pursue 
Exemplary Program/Replication Status, as Reported by 
u::en)plary and Replication Teachers 



Sources Important to 
Decision to Apply 



Exemplary Teacher 
n=34 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



Replication Teacher 
n=2/; 
Ranking 

•12 3 4b 



]otai Te<-\cher 
n=b"8 
Ranking 

2 3 4 5 



j. Personal inguiry to 
POE/BVAE 

PVEC presentation/ 
displays 

i* Regional/state 

professional meetings 
(associations) 



6% 3% 67. 



9% 2t 67. 



12% 3% 



m* School administrators 

School supervisory staff T/. - 97. 3% - 

- 3% 3:^ - 



o* Visit to an ExemDlary 
Program 

p. Visit from Exemplary 
Program Teacher 



6>: 



8% 13% 8% 17% 13% 

- , 17% 4% i:^% 

2i% 17% y/. - 

38% 25% 8% - - 

13% - 13% 8% - 

- 17% 17% c::i% 21% 

• ;j% - 13% 



3% 5% 7% y% y% 

- - 12% 3% 9% 

- 14% 12% 3% - 

24% 17% 5% - 

10:. - 10% 3% - 

- /% 9% !0% n 



97. 



q« Other 



3% 3% 



4% 4% '1% 



d% 3% 2% 
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Table 39 

Ranking of Importance of Information Sources To Decision to piirsue 
Exemplary Program/Replication Status^ as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Sources Impcrtcint to 
Decision to Apply 



Exemplary Administrator 
n=24 
Ranking 



1 



3 4 



Replication Administrator 
n=22 
Ranking 



12 3 4 5 



Total Administrator 
n=46 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



a. Annual Funding Guidelines 13^ - 8% - 4/C 
(PDE) 



27% 9% 147. - 147. 



197. 47. 11% - . 9% 



b. Correspondence Prom 
PDE's BVAE 



4% 21% 17% 4% 4% 



5% e}0% 27% 23% 14% 



4% 33% 13% 1-1% 9% 



c. Direct contact from PDE/ 54% 13% 
BVAE staff 



23% 23% 9% 9% 



39% 17% 4% 4% 



d. Direct contact from 8% - 8% 

BVAE Regional Consultant 



9% 5% 18% - 14% 



9% 2% 13% - 6% 



c. Individual conversations 4% 4% 8% 4% 4% 
with other administrators 



5% 'j% 2iy. 5% 5% 



4% 4% 17% 4% 4% 



f. Intermediate Unit 
Personnel 



4% 



4% 



5% 5% 5% 5% 



4% 2% 2% 4% 



g. Information mailed by 
Exemplary Program Teacher 



4% 



h. Local professional 4% - 4% 4% 4% 

meetings (associations) 



9 14% 5% 5% 5% 



6,^ 6% 4% 4% 4% 



ERIC 



192 



Table 39 (Con't) 

Ranking of Importance of Information Sources To Decision to Pursue 
Exemplary Program/Replication Status, as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Administrators 



Sources Important to 
Decision to Apply 



Exemplary Administrator 
n-24 
Ranking 



1 



Replication Administrator 
n=22 
Ranking 



1 



Total Administrator 
n-46 
Ranking 

1 2 3 4 5 



i. Occupational (craft) 
advisory committee 

j. "Pennsylvania Bulletin" 

k. Personal inquiry to PDE/ 
BVAE 

1. PVEC presentation/ 
displays 

m. Regional/state pro- 
fessional meetings 
(associations) 

n. School general advisory 
committee 

0. School supervisory/ 
administrative staff 

p. Teacher 'anted to 
apply 

q. Teacher (s) in your 
school, other than 
those who applied 

r. Visit to Exemplary 

5. Visit from Exemplary 
program teacher (s) 



- - 41 - 

Al 41 41 41 

41 - 41 4* 

4t 41 81 8t 

- - 4t - 

- 41 - - 



51 



51 



21 



41 - 



13^ 81 41 - 



2U 



41 



AX 



5; 5; bl 91 

91 bX 51 bX - 

91 9X 9X 9X 91 

- 141 - 141 - 

- - 51 - - 
181 141 5t - 91 
361 231 - 51 - 

51 - - - - 

141 5 9 9 - 

- 51 51 51 51 



- 41 41 41 61 
AX AX 2X AX - 

AX 6X 61 91 91 

- 61 21 61 III 

- - 41 - - 
151 111 41 - 61 
281 111 - 21 ^- 

21 - - - - 

61 21 41 41 - 

- 21 21 21 21 



Table 40 

Most lii^jortant Sources of Information Influencing Decision to Pursue 
Exe(plary PrograiryReplication Status, by Erequenc/, 
Esconplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Source of Information 
Influencing Decision 
To i^ly 



Exem, Repl. Total 
Teadiers Teadiers Teadiers 
n=34 ' n=24 n=58 



Exem, Kepi, Total 
Aclmin, Admin. Admin« 
n=24 n=22 • n=46 



Total 
n«104 



a« Annual PDE Funding 
Guidelines 



F(Kank) F(Punk) F(Rank) F(Rank) F(Rank) F(Rank) 
na na - 3(3t) 6(2) 9(3) 



F(Rank) 



Corresptxxience from PDE 
/HVAE 



3(3t) 



4(4) 



7(4) 



l(5t) l(7t) 



2(7t) 



9(4) 



c. Direct contact from PDE 

d. Direct ocxitact from BVAE 
Pegional Consultant 

e. Information mailed by 
Exenplary teacher 

f • ConversatiOT with other 
administrator ( s ) 



10(1) 6(3) 16(2) 13(1) 5(3) 18(1) 

l(5t) l(7t) 2 2(4t) 2(6t) 4(5) 

l(7t) 1 - - - 



na 



na 



l(5t) l(7t) 2(7t) 



34(1) 
6(5t) 

KlOt) 



g. Intermediate Unit 
personnel 

h« Local professional 
meetings (associations) 

i, Orjupational (craft) 
advisory cormitteo 



na 



na 



l(7t) 



l(5t) 2(6t) 3(6t) 



l(7t) 



6(5t) 



l(lOt) 



j, "Pennsi'lvcinia Bulletin" 



l(5t) 



2(6t) 



3(3) 



Note: na = not asked 
t « tie 
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Table 40 (Con't) 

i Most Important Sources of Infortration Influencing Decision to Pursue 

Exenplary Progran /Replication Status^ by Frequency, 
Exen^ary and Replication Teadiers and Administrators 




Source of Infonnation 
Inf luenciivj Decision 
To ^Jply 


Exem. Repl. Total 
Teachers Teachers Teachers 
n=34 *n=24 n«58 


Aclmin. 
nKA 


Repl. 
Admin. 
n«22 


Total 
Admin. 

n=46 


Total 
n«104 




F(Rank) F(Rank) F(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


F(Rank) 


F{Rank) 


F{Rank> . 


k« Personal desire to 
inpr^e program 


5(2t) 12(1) 17(1) 


na 


na 




20(3) 


1. Teadier \^o wanted to 
apply 


na na 


5(2) 


8(1) 


13(2) 




m. Personal inquiry to TOE/ 
BVAB 


2(6t) 2 


_ 


2(6t) 


2(7t) 


4(7) 


n. PVEC presentation/displays - - - 




2(6t) 


2(7t) 


2(9) 


o. Regional/state professional - - - 
meetings (associations) 








- 


p« School adndnistrators 


5(2t) 9(2) 14(3) 


na 


na 




27(2) 


q. School supervisory staff 


3(3t) 3(5) 6(5) 


na 


na 




■ 


r. School administrative/ 
supervisory staff 


na na - 


3(3t) 


4(4) 


7(4) 




Note: na = not asked 
t = tie 
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! Table 40 (Con't) 

Most Inportant Sources of Information Influencing Decision to 
Exemplary Program/Replication Status, by Frequency^ 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Aaministrators 


Pursue 




Source of Information 
Influencing Decision 
T6 ^^ly 


Exem* * Kepi* Total Exotic Hepl* 
Teachers Teachers Teachers Admin. Admin* . 
n«34 n=24 n=58 n«24 n=22 


Total 

Admin* 

n=46 


Total 
n=104 




P(Pank) P(Pank) P(Rank) F(Rank) P(Rank) 


P(Rank) 


P(Rank) . 


s* School general advisory 
contnittee 


na na - - - 


- 


- 


t. Other tciachers in your 
school 


2(4t) 2(6t) 4 na na 


- 


5(6) 


u. Teachers in your school 
other than those who 
applied 


na na — l(7t) 


l(8t) 




V. Visit to Exetnplary 
Program(s) 


- - - - 3(5) 


3(6t) 


3(8) 


w* Visit from ExempJary 
Program Teacher 




- 


- 


X. Other 




- 


- 


Note: na = not asked 
t « tie 
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Tables 41, 42, and 43 show hew teaciiers re|)orted the si^^port they 
recseived as they iicplemented tlieir Exeirplary disseanination and 
R^licaticxi projects. 

Table 41 shews, first, the percentages of E)ranplary Iteachers who 
re^x3nded to checklist iteoos relative to agencies and individuals who 
helped than in the dissemination of their Exenplary Programs (Exennplary 
Teacher questionnaire Itm 11). They were asked to "ciieck all that 
apply/* "Lcxal administration" was checked by 69 percent of the 
respondents* Ihose \*o received the next highest credits were 
"counselors" and "other teachers" (38 percent, each) and "local 
supervisory staff" (34 percent of the respondents) . ahirty-<x^ percent 
indicated that "PEE {tSSJKE) Regicxial Consultants" provided dissemination 
assistance, and 31 percent also cited "Other." Of the "Otiier," five 
write-in responses applied to State staff \*o had assisted them. 

(If calculated, cai the basis of the 29 respondents, this constitutes 17 
percent.) 

Table 42 r^rts hew Replicaticxi Teachers respcxided to the list of 
agencies/grcx^s that mi^t have provided planning or ijiplementation 
assistance. Iheir 11** contained an item not inclxaded in the Emtplary 
Teacher questionnaire, "Mentor Exertplary Program teacher," vjhich was 
checked by 76 percent of the Replication Teacher respondents. Their 
second highest response was to "local administration" (72 perx::ent), 
echoing the e)?)erience reported by Exemplary Program Tteachers, as shown 
in Table 41. VZhere only 24 percent of the Escemplary Teaciiers had checked 
"advisory ccramittee," 56 percent of the Replication Iteachers credited 
their advisory carmittee as having provided planning/iinplementation 
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assistanoe. When asked to rank the items th^ had checked, however, 
"advisory ocraDdttee" fell most often in the "3" position (by 28 per- 
cent) . Bie •'mentor Etoiplary Program teacher*' was roost often selected as 
the most inportant of the items ranked (52 percent) • "Local 
administration" was second (28 percent) in the "1" ciioices as well as the 
most frequently rated as "2" (24 percent) . These data were derived fixm 
Item 11 of the R^lication Teacher questionnaire. 

Table 43 reports the rankings of both teacher grxxps according to 
their nuntoer "1" selections. By frequency, 11 EKeicplary Teachers rated 
"local administration" as their first choice as the most iirportant aid to 
the dissemination effort, vAiile 13 R^lication Teachers ranked "mentor 
Exertplary Program teacher*' as "1." Ihe conbined teacher rating of the 
number "1" aid was "local administrator." "Mentor Eboeanplary Program 
teacher*' was carried over into the total because of the hi^ nuitiDer of 
"1" ratings, \i*iich put it into the position of the seccxid most inportant 
add. 

Because of the lack of clear differentiation in the rankings of "1" 
for the remainder of the possible selections. Table 43 carries an extra 
column vhich shews the total frequencies of all iterte that the total 
teacher grocqp ranked as "1, 2, 3, 4, or 5." By this process, the top 
five aids to planning/inplementation were; 

1 - Local administration. 

2 - Advisory cooinittee. 

3 - Mentor Exseaplary Program teacher. 

4 - PCE (BVAE) Regional C3onsultant(s) . 

5 - Local supervisory staff, and other teachers (tie) . 

This method shows the diverse e>5)eriences of the respondents. 
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Table 4-1 

Checklist and Ranking of Lf f ecfciveness of Dissewination Assi3tance 
, Provided to Exemplary l-rogramsr bs Reported by 
Ljieniplary Program Teachers 
(n=;^9) 



Agency/Group Providing 
Dissemination Assistance 



Checked 
n=29 



Ranking (n=24) 



3 



a* Advisory committee 

b. Ben Franklin Partnership 

Cm Community 

d. Counselors 

e. Intermediate Unit 

f. JT«A/PIC 

g. Local administration 

h. Local employers 

i. Local supervisory staff 
J. Other teachers 

k. PDE (BVAE) Regional ConsuUi^nt (s) 
1. Other ^ 



24*/. 



•107. 
3-1% 



^t-E.E. Blyler (PDE) 
-Vernon Register (PDE) 
-PCVEA Conference 



-Teacher of the program 
-BVAE State level (n-J) 



8% 



4% 



4% 

67. 
1/7. 



4>. 



4X 
27. 



-iUP 



47. 

4% 
3% 
4% 
4% 

8;^ 



4% 
4% 
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Table 42 * 

Checklist and Ranking of Effectiveness of Planning and 
Implementation Assistance Provided to Replication Projects, 
as Reported by Replication Project Teachers 
(n=25) 



Agency/Group Providing 
P lanning/lnip lementalion 
Assistance 



Checked 
n=25 



Rankiny 



a« Advisory cornnattcc 

b. Ben i-ranKim rai i.j&rsnip 

c. CoiMMiniiy 

d. Counselors 

e« Iriternteuiciie Unit 

f. JIPA/PiC 

g. Local adn)ini:>crc\t ion 
h« Local employers 

i* Local 'supervisory staff 

j. nentor h:ceMpiary Program teacher 

k. Other teacher 

1. PDli (ti^AE) Regional Consijitant(s) 
Other h 



b6% 



4X 



/ii7. 
247. 

327. 



47. 

12% 



^7. 
47. 



247. 
167. 
12% 

U7. 

47. 
12% 

4% 



28% 

4% 
8% 



12% 



4% 
47. 
G% 
16% 
i3% 
B% 



16% 



8% 



4% 



4% 



4% 



Jt-Stace (Butch dlyler, Vernon Regis>ter) 



Plan to use additional groups/individuals 
year as 1 try to implement more of the 
Replication projticl. 
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Table 43 

Most Important Aid to Exemplary Program Dissemination and 
Replication Project Planning/Implementation, as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers 
(n=49) 



Agency/Group Providing 
Aid 



Exemplary Teachers 
n=25 



Replication Teachers Total 
n=24 n=49 



Total K 
of Rankino 



r(Rank) 

1^. Advisory committee 

"bm Ben Franklin Partnership 

c. Community y(4t) 

d. Counselors 2(4t) 
e« Intermediate Unit 

f. JTPA/PIC 1(6t) 

Local administration '11(1) 

h. Local employers 

i. Local supervisory staff 4(2) 
J. Mentor Exemplary Program teacher na 

k. Other teachers Kb"t) 

1. PDE (BVAE) Regional Consultant(s) 3{>) 
m. Other 



i<Ra!ik) 
•I(4t) 



/(2) 

1(4t> 
13(1) 

3(3) 



l-(Kank> 
1(6t, 

2(bl') 
1(6t> 

ia< \ ) 

Lr(4) 

1(6t) 
6(3) 



K(Rank) 
20(2; 

10(7) 
14(6) 

3(10) 

4(?> 
38( 1) 

9(«) 
i6(t;t> 
Lly(3) j 
16(6t> 
13(4) 
U 11) 



Notet na - not applicable 
t = tie 
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Tables 44 thtoucfa 47 shew hew Exenplary Teachers and A±ninistrators 
rated a set of ••factors" iii terns of their inportanoe to uakiiig their 
prograns "Exejtplary, •• \*dle R^lication Teachers, \Ak> were presented with 
the same list, were asked to respond in terms of their mentoi- Exaiplary 
Program(s) . Identical lists were inclxjded in Exacplary and R^licaticxi 
Teacher questionnaires (Item 10 in both) and Exesoplary Administrator 
questionnaire Itea S. Re^oidents were asked to rank each of the eight 
••factors" fixra 1 to 8 (plus any they might elect to add under "Other") . 
As can be iseen in Tables 44, 45, and 46, few re^xandents elected to rarik 
all of the factors, choosing, instead, those "top" items of inportanoe to 
them, therefore. Table 47 shows the sunmary of most important ("1") 
factors as well as the total of all rankings, as was previously done (for 
the same reason) in Table 43. 

Table 44 shews that, of the factors "important" to their Program^s 
Exenplary recognition, Ebceoplary Teachers were most likely to rarik the 
"teacher" as the most inportant factor (43 percent) . "Oonpetency-based 
vocational education" received 23 percent of the first-place votes. A 
review of other rankings shews "curriculum" to be the leading factor as 
both "2" (37 percent) and "3" (23 percent) . "Administrative support" was 
seen as "4" to 20 percent of this grot?), and "stucSent placement" was seen 
by 23 percent as" 'Ig,.'! 

In Table 45, 25 percent of the R^licaticai Teachers gave their 
hi^iest ranking ("1") to "teacher" of their taentor ExatpleoY Program as 
that program's most important factor, although 21 percent felt that 
"curricultm" was the roost important element that made the mentor Program 
exaiplary. Twenty-nine percent placed "ccitipetency-based vocational 
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education" sni "resouroes" in the S6oond position, and 29 psroent saw 
"cwrriculum" as "3." 

Exeniplary Program Administrators most frequently selected 
"administrative support" in the first position (40 percent, as shewn in 
Table 46). However, th^ showed agreement with the teacdier's 
significance in making a program "exenplary*' as they placed "teacher** in 
the second position by a 36 percent vote. 

Table 47 siaanarizes the top, or most significant factors ("1**) as 
seen by all three groupsc As a total group, **teaciier** emerges as the 
top-ranked factor, by a foequaicy of 30 votes, with ••administrative 
siflpport^' as second among the votes, followed cxLosely by ••conpetency- 
based vocational education" and then "curriculum. •• In totaling all checik- 
rarik items for \*xich respondents voted, all votes (r^rted in the last 
oolimin of Table 47) were indirSed because few respondents ranked edl of 
the possible selections. Ihis method of review yields a marked 
difference in the rankings of factors that are iaportant to makii^ an 
acenplary Program "©canplary." Curriculum emerges as the most important 
factor, by total frequency, followed, in order Ijy ••administrative 
support," '^teacher," ••ocnpetency-based vocational education," and 
••resources," all of v*iich were chosen to be ranked items by more than 
aie-half of this 84 respondents, ihe remaining three listed factors (in 
order) were •'local ootKunity involvement," ••advisory ocomittee," and 
••stxTdent placenent.*^ About 46 percent of tlie itero-respondente reacted to 
■ o. letter selections by including them in their ranked factors. 
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Table 44 

Rank Order of Importance of Exemplary Program Components to 
Exemplary Program Status as Perceived by 
Exemplary Program Teachers 
{n»35) 



Exemplary Program 
Component 
(Factor) 



Rank Order of 
Importance of Program Component (Factor) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



a. Administrative support 

b. Advisory committee 



i* Other (write-ins) 

-Annual meeting vith other Exemplary 
Program Coordinators 

-Other Exemplary Program personnel 

-Sending school cooperation 



91 231 nx 201 3X - 

6X Hx lix nx 



3X 



3X 



c. 


Competency-based 
vocational education 


23t 


20t 


9t 


6t 


6t 


61 


3t 




d. 


Curriculum 


lit 


37t 


23t 


14t 






3t 




e. 


Local cor"iunity involvement 






9t 


6t 


14t 


6X 


3t 


3X 3t 


f . 


Resources 


3t 


6X 


17t 


9t 


6X 




61 


61 - 


g- 


Student placement 


3t 








23t 


3t 


6X 


61 - 


h. 


Teacher 


43t 


n 


lU 




il 


91 


31 





3t 



6i 



3t 
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Tuble A5 

Rank Order of Importance of Ejcemplary tVoqram Conmonent';:; to 
Exemplary Program Status, as Perceived by 
Replication Project Teachers 
(n'-^24) 



Exemplary Program 
Component 
(Factor) 



Rank Order of 
Importance of Program Component (Factor) 



1 



3 



a. Administrative support 

b. Advisory committee 

c- Competency-based 
vocational education 

d« Curriculum 

e. Local conimunily involvement 

f. Resources 

g. Student placement 

h. Teacher 

i. Other 

it-Respondent specified 'public relations materials 



13% 29}: 13/ 



217. 217. 



177. 
117. 

(3% 
25% 



B7. 



137. 



137. 


13X 


87. 


4X 


337. - 


87. 


8% 


*t /- 


8% 


4% 


47. 


U7. 






4/. 




13/1 










4?. 


47. 


47. 


87. - 


21/. 




8% 








87. 


87. 




47. - 


217. 


!37. 




4-/. 















with VICA 

-Student placement and enrollment arc long-term 

bKnefit'a status of program and local support 
improve. 
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Table 46 

Rank Order of Importance of Exemplary Proqram Components to 
Exemplary Program Status, as Perceived by 
Exemplary Program Administrators 
<n=2t;) 



Exemplary Program 



Rank Order of 
Importance of Program Component (Factor) 





Vr acLur / 


"1 


1) 


3 


A 

T 


5 


6 




8 V 


a. 


Administrative support 


407. 




4% 






4% 






b. 


Advisory committee 






•i6% 


B% 


20% 


4% 


4% 


4% - 


c. 


Competency-based 
vocational education , 


167. 


20% 


4% 


8% 


16% 


4 % 






d. 


Curriculum 


207. 


20% 


c!4% 


8% 


24% 








c. 


Local community involvement 






VJ% 


8% 


16% 


ia% 


4% 


4% 4% 


f. 


Resources 


4X 




4% 


24/. 


16% 




12% 


4% - 


g. 


Student placement 


47. 




12% 


3% 


8% 




16% 




h. 


Teacher 


36% 


36% 


iJ7. 




'i2% 









i. Other (write-ins) 

-Funding of competitive budget by PDE 



-Reimbursement to staff for dojnq the wcirk 
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Table 47 

Most Important Components (Factors) of Exemplary Programs, 
by Frequencyr as R ed by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers ano Exemplary Administrators 



Exeiaplary Program 
Component 



Exemplary 
Teachers 
n=35 



a. Administrative support 

b. Advisory committee 

c. Competency-based 
vocational education 

d. Curriculum 

c. Local community involvement 

f . Resources 

g. Student placement 

h. Teacher 

i. Other (write-in) 
-Funding of competitive 

budget by PDE* 



F(Rank) 
3(4) 

8(2) 
4(3) 

1(5t) 
■1(5t) 
15(1) 



Replication 
Teachers 
n=24 



F(Rank) 
3(4t) 

3(4t) 

5(2) 

4(3t\ 

4(3t) 

2(5) 

6(1) 



Exemplary 
Administrators 
n=25 



F(Ranl<) 
10(1) 

4(4) 



1(51) 
?(2) 
J(5t) 



Total 

Total All Rankings 

n=84 n=84 



F(Rank) 
16(2) 

15(3) 

•i4(4) 
4(6t) 
6(5) 
4(6t) 

30( \) 

1(7) 



F(Kank) 
73(2) 
39(7) 
63(4) 

80(1) 
40(6) 
57(5) 
3/ '.8) 
6?(3,' 

'"(") 
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Table 48 r^rts Item 12 of the ExHrtplary Program Teacher 
questionnaire, vAiich asked vihether the teacher had ^'ncdified the 
Emiplary Program since it was first cited as Exosplary." Ei^teen, or 
49 percent of the 37 Exaiplary Program Teachers re^xxiding to this item, 
said they had made no changes to the program since it was cited as 
Exenplary* TWo of the no-change re^xxxients said, however, •'No, sinply 
strengthened the various canapcaients, " and, "I am planning some 
revisions*" 

Bie other 19 Exemplary Teacher respondents (58 percent) said that 
changes had been made* TeBole 48 sunmarizes the types of modificaticais 
reported in response to the request that they e>?)l€dn the modifications* 
Of the 25 modifications described by respondents, 15 were related to 
curriculum x^jgrading. 

OSHLB 48 

SCMMMHY OF EXEMPLARY HOGEffiM 1CDDTCKEIGN5, 
AS REBGREH3 EY EKOfPLABY TEACHERS 

Typ© of Program Modification 
Dissani- 

Number & Percent CXirri- Equip- naticxi Per- General 
Initial ■^ ^ ^ culum ment Materials sonnel U)pgrading 

Year n % ' f f f f f 

1983- 84 2 (of 4) 50 2 1 - 1 

1984- 85 8 (of 11) 73 5 1 1 1 1 

1985- 86 7 (of 11) 64 6 1 - - 1 

1986- 87 2 (of 11) 18 2 1 - 1 

Total 19 (of 37) 51 15 4 1 3 2 
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In Figure 24, the Ebceanoplary EcxDgram Teachers' verbatim descriptions 
of program modifications eure listed within the categorical 
classificatiois in vMch they were suninarized in the preceding table 
(Table 48) . 

FEGORE 24 

HDGRMI lOnFICKEIjCKS, SINCE EXEHEEAEOf CEDKEIGN, 
AS KEPGRISD El EXEMPCABY BRDGSAN 



curriculum tfodif ications 

Changed name to Marketing and Small Business Manageanent, now have 
mDre eqphasis on Entrepreneurship Training. (L*ancxi County AVES, 
Marketing/Distributive Education) 

(See also, ••Equipment Modifications," Nbrristown SD, Industrial Arts 
Drafting, ^yhere cncputer educations were added to curriculimi. ) 

Made a great program even better! Retyped seme informaticai, re-did 
worksheets, put more information in writing that had previously only 
been in head! I am very proud of the program I represent! 
(Governor Mifflin Hic^ School, Diversified Ooci?)ations) 

We have added Business English and Pcactical Living (Ooisumer 
Education) courses to our programs. We have more ftdly erihancsed our 
safety education units with adaptations from the suggested outlines 
£txm FCG. We annually review and tpdate courses where we feel a 
need exists. (SteeltaVHi^ispire Hic^ School, Business Education) 

Added Related Math for the 10th and 11th grades. (Central 
Westmoreland AVTS, Carpentry) 

Elimination of outdated tasks; additicxi of new tasks requested by 
Craft Advisory Comtdttee viiich are required by industry. (Alvin 
Swenson Skills Center, Baking) 

Updated cur eqtiipnaent and course performancse/task objectives to meet 
ciianging technological trends. (ReadingSenior Hi^ School, Business 
Education) 

Changed program to include more time for on-site Cspstam 
Cooperative Educaticai visitations. (Wilkes-Barre AVTS, Machine 
Shop) 
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Figure 24 (Oontimed) 



Ongoing revision and adjiistment to structured work pactets vdth the 
addition of the print reading and arithmetic occponents. (Sdiool 
District of Pittsburg, Beabody Hi^ School, Industrial Arts/Metal 
MEUiufacturing) 

E>5)anded curriculum to itore microooKixiters; added many new job 
packets. (Central ffestiooreland AVTS, Scientific Data Processing) 

- Have adapted programs to serve clientele using Single 
Parenty^*aenaker guide published by PCE. (Ldii^ County AVES, New 
Directions for Single Parents & Homemakers) 

Made changes in earlier modules. (Ld^ancai County AVES, Cosmetology) 

E>5)anaed curriculum for hi^ school students. (Alvin Swenson Skills 
Center, Child Care Attendant) 

E)5)anded curriculum offerings. (Ldii^ County AVTS, Oocipatianal 
Transition) 

Eauiptient Modifications 

Added additional CAD; added other oonputer e^licatiOTs. (Norristown 
School District, Industrial Arts/Draftdiig) 

CoBoputer program e>5)ansion due to Special Educaticxi Hi^ Technology 
Grant. (LAi^ County AVK, Ooci^ational Transiticai) 

(See also, Scientific Data Processing, Central Westmoreland County 
AVTS, above, vSiere addition of microcaxixiters enabled curriculum 
e}qpansion.) 

(See also. Business Bducaticxi, Reading Senior Hic^ Sc±iool, above, 
viiere ipdated eqiiipnent acocnpanied curriculum modificaticais.) 

Dissemination Materials Modifications 

- All new brochures have been developed for each course. Professional 
videotex of school curriculum and guidance program. New 
recruitment program materials for program. Revisions of other 
student publications. (Mercer County AVES, Vocational Guidance) 

pgrsonnel Modifications 

Changed foom two teachers to one teacher. (Lebanon County AVES, 
Marketing) 

Have added a Sex Eqtiity Coordinator. (Lehi^ County AVIS, Vocational 
Guidance) 
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Figure 24 (Gontiiuad) 



Proposed inca?eased staff due to incxeased enrollment. (Lehigh 
Ocunty AVES, Oocupational Transition) 

General Updating Modifications 

OMTtinuing to improve the quality is a never ending task. (Crawford 
County AVES, Welding) 

Constantly vpJating. (Central Westmoreland County AVTS, Heating, 
Air Conditioning, & Refrigeraticsi) 
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Table 49 r^rts Item 12 of the R^licaticn Teacher questionnaire, 
which first asked, ••How much of the Emtplary Program you r^licated did 
you actually adopt/inplesDaent?" Only six of the 24 Ei^lication Teachers 
vho answered this question said that th^ had adoptecVinplenented 100 
percsent of the mentor program, and only one of the six had put the mentor 
program in place with no adaptations at all. Two of the six felt that 
they were "now able to meet the criteria of an Exemplary Program. 

Of the 18 respondents \*io said they had adoptecVimpleiaented less 
than 100% of the mentor ESffiooplary Program, 12 said that they do 
"anticipate doing further development/ mcxJification" so that they can 
fully iitpleraent the mentor Program. One of ttje teachers vAio said "less 
than 100%, but more than 75%" added a oocitient, •'Vfe were actually more 
progressive in several areas than the Emtplary school had as part of its 
Exemplary Program." 

IVi/D of three Replication Teachers who said they have no plans to 
ftaiy iitplcanent the mentor Program added ccratcents: ••Used those materials 
available," and ••I would like to rqplicate a true •Capstone^ program when 
one comes available; I only did reoord-ke^ing cm D.E.'^ The third said 
that he was no longer the teacher of the R^lication Program. 
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TABTE 49 



AS K3POREi5D Bl' REPLECaTIGN TEftCHEKS 



Peroent of Mentor Program 
Descriptor 


RsDlication Fundincr Years fR^rted) 
iy<54"oo iyoo"o6 lyoo— o7 Total 
nF2 nF21 npl nF=24 




^ ^ £ ^ 
r r r r 


ci« xuut» ^ niiiyf wixii 
no changes 


— 1 — X 


b. 100% ~ with minor 
changes to aoocmno- 
date local students/ 
industry/classroom 
^wiroimient 


1 4 — 5 


c« Less xnan juot», jxiu 
more than 75% 


— 4 — 4 


d. About 50% to 75% 


1 6 — 7 


e. Less than 50% 


— 6 1 7 


(1) If 100%, "degree to 
whidi nov able to 
meet criteria of an 
Exiennplary Program:" 






-^2 — 2 




11 — 2 


c. 50% - 74% 




d. Less than 50% 




(2) Less than 100%; 
anticipate ftirther 
development to 
fully implement 
mentor Program: 




a. Yes 


— 9 1 10 


b. No 


— 3 — 3 
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Table 50 relates to the iitplementatioi of Replication Projects • In 
Itaa 13 of their questionnaire, Replicaticxi Teachers were asked to 
perform a dtieck-rarik exercise regarding resource materials/infontation 
they received from State personnel to assist in the development and 
inpleroentation of their Replicaticxi Projects* Eighty^four percsent cited 
"information about replicating an Exarplary Program," and 84 percent also 
said they had received ••Replication Project guidelines." Three-fourths 
(76 percent) said they had received "descriptive literature about 
ESffiaoplary Programs" fixm State personnDl* Only 16 percent cited ••planned 
vocational course guidelines*" 

VBien asJced to rank the items they had checked in the order of their 
usefulness in developttent awVor inplementaticxi of the Replication 
Project, 42 percent chose "information about rqplicating an Exiemplary 
Rrogram^^ and 38 percent chose ••Replication Project guidelines'^ as the 
most useful resources* Bsjr frequency, these ranked as the top two 
resources prosdded by State personnel. 

By total frequency of choice (for all ranked selections), the two 
items appeared as a ••tied" nuntoer^-one aid in terns of usefulness* 
••Exemplary Program Criteria guidelines'^ energes as ••S^^ by this method of 
ranking* (Ihis presentation was again used because not all respondents 
coipleted all rankings* ) 
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Table 50 

Checklist of Resource Materials/Inforwfttion ^,<eceivod Fran State Personnel and 
Ranking of Usefulness to Replication Project DeveloFnent/Inplemcntatioiir 
As Reported by Replication Iteachers 
(n-25) 



lype of Checked Ranking (n»24) Most In^»rtant Total of 

Resource/Information n*25 1 2 3 4 5 Resource All Rankings 



a« Information about 
replicating an 
D(€wplary Program 



84% 



42% 29% 4% 8% 4% 



F(Rank) 
10(1) 



F(Rank) 
21(lt) 



b« Descriptive literature 76% 
about D(€rplary Programs 



13% 21% 13% 21% 13% 



3(3) 



19(2) 



c« Descriptive literature 48% 
about the replicated 
Dtemplary Program 



8% 4% 25% 13% 



2(4) 



12(4) 



d« Replication Project 
Guidelines 



84% 



38% 17% 8% 25% 



9(2) 



21(lt) 



e« Planned vocational 
course guidelines 



16% 



4% - 



- 13% 



l(5t) 



4(6) 



f ♦ Dcerplary Program 
Criteria guidelines 



60% 



4% 17% 21% 8% 13% 



l(5t) 



15(3) 



g« Competency-based 
vocational education 
(CBVE) guidelines 



32% 



17% 4% 13% 



-(-) 



8(5) 



h. OU)er 



-(-) 



Note: t « tie 
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Table 51 cxmtinues R^licaticw 'Jteachers' r^rts of iapleraentation 
assistance provided by BVAE. Itan 14 of their questionnaire asked their 
response, in a check-rariJc exercise, to iteoas relater" to assistance 
provided to than by State personnel in developing/irtpleroenting their 
Replication Projects. Ihey were first askad to • *^eck all services that 
were provided i-o thaa by State personnel. 'Assistance in contacting 
mentor Exeqplary Program personnel* was indicated by 68 percent as a 
State siBrvioe provided to them. Nearly one-half (48 percent) also cited 
"consultation visit by State Program Specialist" and "assistance in 
proposal writing." Only one re^xDndent (five percent) indicated "site 
visitation during proposal developnerrt:." Ii. ranking the item they had 
checked (in the order of their usefulness in Project developtent ancVor 
iitpleraentation, "consultation visit by State Program Specialist" was the 
top-ranked service provided by State personnel according to the teachers. 

The rankings change, however, when total rahkir^ frequency is 
reviewed. (Msmy re^pontJents did not ccnplete the rankings of all itens 
c« the list.) By this alternative method, "assistance in oontactiixf 
(mentor) Exaaplary Program" energes as the most freqi'iently selected 
response, followed by "suggestions for adaptations of mentor Exenplary 
Program" as the seoond-rarikBd service provided by State personnel. 
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Table 51 

Checklist of Assistance Provided by State Personnel and 
Ranking of Usefulness to Replication Project Development/Implementation, 
As Reported by Replication Teachers 
(n=21> 




Type of 
Assistance 


Checked 
n=25 


Ranking Most Important 
12 3 4 5 Resource 


Total of 
All Rinkings 




Consultation visit by 
State Program Specialist 


ABY. 


38% - 5% - 5% 


F(Rank) 
8(1) 


F(Rank) 
10(3t) 


b. 


Consultation visit by 
BVAE Regional Field 
Consultant 


297. 


14% 5% 10% 


-(-) 


6(5) 


•'c. 


Assistance in contacting 
(mentor) Exemplary 
Program personnel 


627. 


14% 33% 10% 




13(1) 


d. 


Assistance in proposal 
writing 


48% 


W. W. W. 5'/. - 


3(2t) 


1 V V O L / 


e. 


Site visitation during 
proposal development 


33Z 


14% 10% 5% 5'/. 




7(4) 


f . 


Site visitation during 
project initiation 


5% 


- - - - 5'/. 


-(-) 


1(7t) 


g. 


Site visitation during 
project implementation 


14% 


5% 10% 


-(-) 


3(6) 


h. 


Suggestions for adap- 
tations of mentor 
Exemplary Programs 


32% 


10% 14% 14% 5% 10% 


2(3) 


11(2) 


i. 


Other (write--in) 
-Overall assistance by 

Mr. Vernon Register was 

Excellent! 


5% 


5% - 


1(4) 


1(7t) 


ERJ.C 
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Funding 

Table 52 presents estiitates by Exettplary Teachers and A:^ninistrators 

of the annual Emcplary Program dissaninaticai costs. Exeaooplary Teachers 

(questionnaire Itan 13) and Exeaoplary Administrators (Itan 6) were asked: 

Please estimate the actual costs of disseodnation of each year, 
including travel, printing, postage, substitutes' pay, etc, Ihe 
figure you rqport should indvide both E>ratplary project funding and 
local funding (for 1983-84, 1984-85, 1985-86, and 1986-87). 

HhB aoccunting is usually performed by a school's business office 
and annual r^rts are filed with the Pennsylvania D^)artittent of 
Education. Hcwever, this question was included, asking respmdents to 
•■estimate" the amounts of State and local ftmds expe- ^d, as a barometer 
of the costs of dissemination (for this report) and of the amounts 
of local funds added for dissemination purposes. 

For fY 1983-84, no e)qpenditures were reported for the dissemination 
of the ••pilot year*^ Exegooplary Programs. For F£ 1984-85, Exriitplary 
Teachers esti m a t ed e)qpenditures for the 10 Programs they reported as 
$23,450 and $26,150 was reported by ei^t Administrators. 

For 1985-86, 16 teachers estimated that a total of $37,900 of State 
and local funds was exp&ided. Sixteen administrators estimated a tctal 
of $51,400. 

Ihe 1986-87 figures were si?3plied before the close of the 1986-87 
fiscal year. Of the 22 teacher respondents (for F£ 1986-87) , two were 
unable to estimate an amount and one r^rted ••O*^ dollars. Ihe 19 
teachers v*io estimated e)5)enditures reported a total of $47,300. IV^enty- 
fcur administrators entered amounts, for a total of $67,850. T\k> other 
administrators said they were unable to report because the amounts were 
••undetermined" as of the inquiry date. One of these added that the 
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travel allotment rauld not be sgert if EKenplary Programs were not 
featured at PVEC (June, 1987) • 

Estimates offered by Exenoplary Teachers for the three-year period 
totaled $108, 650 . Administrators showed $145, 400 as their total 
estimates of the amount of E>ceB?)lary Project funds and local monies spent 
on disseminaticxi over the three-year period. 
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imOKL aOBIS GF EXENEIABY HDGaEaM mSSQOlOkFFIiCN, 
mCDDDINS BCQSIAEQr JOD UXXL IDMS, A5 EST TED BH 



Fiscal Year 


£»enplary Teachers 
$ Heoorted N Ttotal $ 


E>ffisnplarv Mmimstratcsrs 
$ RsDorted N Total S 




0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1984-85 


0 


15 


0 


0 


0 


0 




600 


2 


1,200 


400 


1 


400 




2,500 


5 


12,500 


2,500 


3 


7,500 




3,125 


2 


6,250 


3,125 


2 


6,250 






XU 


o#DUU 


A AAA 

4,UUU 


X 


A AAA 
4,000 










8,000 


_1 


8.000 




Total 


19 


23,450 




8 


26,150 


1985-86 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8 


0 




400 


1 


400 


700 


1 


700 




600 


1 


600 


900 


1 


900 




900 


1 


900 


1,200 


1 


1,200 




1,200 


1 


1,200 


2,000 


1 


2,000 




1,500 


1 


1,500 


2,500 


3 


7,500 




1,750 


1 


1,750 


2,600 


1 


2,600 




2,000 


2 


4,000 


3,000 


1 


3,000 




2,500 


3 


7,500 


3,500 


2 


7,000 




3,500 


3 


10,500 


4,000 


2 


8,000 




4,000 


1 


4,000 


4,500 


1 


4,500 




5,550 


_1 


5,550 


7,000 


_2 


14.000 




Total: 


16 


37,900 




16 


51,400 



220 



177 



Figure 52 (OGntirued) 



Fiscal Year 



Eaceanoplary Teachers 
$ Reported N Total S 



E>ce9q3larY Aoministrators 
$ R^rted N Total $ 



1986-87 Do not know 


2 


- 


Do not Knew 


2 


— 


0 


1 


0 








200 


1 


200 


600 


1 


600 


1,200 


1 


1,200 


1,000 


1 


1,000 


1,500 


3 


4,500 


1,300 


1 


1,300 


0 nnn 


•» 




1 Ann 


X 


1 Ann 

X^ 4UU 


2,500 


4 


10,000 


1,500 


1 


1,500 




X 


o onn 


o nnn 


X 


o nnn 


3,000 


1 


3,000 


2,400 


1 


2,400 


o Ron 


X 


o con 


o Rnn 


g: 
O 


1 c nnn 


3,600 


2 


7,200 


2,900 


1 


2,900 


4,000 


1 


4,000 


3,250 


1 


3,250 


4,800 


_1 


4.800 


3,300 


1 


3,300 








3,600 


2 


7,200 








4,000 


1 


4,000 








4,500 


1 


4,500 








5,000 


1 


5,000 








5,500 


1 


5,500 








7,000 


_2 


7.000 


Total: 


20 


47,300 




24 


67,850 


Ihree-Year Total 












1984-85 


$ 23,450 




$ 26,150 


1985-86 




37,900 






51,400 


1986-87 




47.300 






67.850 



$108.650 



$145.400 
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Tables 53 and 54 report the responses of all four groi^, each of 
which was asked ^diether .oial local ftmds" were provided as a result 
of Emtplary or Replication status (Item 14 of the Emiplary Teacher 
questionnaire, Item 15 on the R^licaticn Teacher questionnaire, and Item 
5 on both Administrator questionnEiires) • 

T&ble 53 reports, first, that 20 peroent of the Exeamplary Teachers 
(\i)o rei^x^nded to this item) sedd, ^^es, they had received ^)ecial local 
funds as a result of Exeaocplary status, and 42 percsent of the re^)onding 
Pi^licaticn Teachers reported Administrators ' responses reflected 

those of their Teacher counterparts: 24 peroent of Exenoplary 
Administrators indicated "yes," and 48 peroent of R^lication Project 
Administrators said "yes." 

Those vSk) reqx3nded affirmatively were then asked to checik (y/) a 
list of program-«?port items to indicate v*5ere "special local funds" had 
been applied. To facilitate the review of the next table (Table 54), 
vdiic&i reports monies spert for the items checked, nunfeers of respcaises 
are sham rather than percentages. Eleven teadiers reported that local 
funds have been invested in "equipment," and ten sedd "supplies." Ten of 
the Administrators reported "equipment" ftmds as having been leveraged by 
E)CTrplary or R^lication status. Ten Administrators echoed the teachers 
by checking "si^plies." In Table 53, respcxKJents' verbatim answers to 
the "Other^^ category are keyed to the appropriate gtxxip. 

Table 54 reports the recollections of the amounts of mcxiey spent on 
the items respondents checked as having benefited ftm "special local 
funds," althou^ not all re^)ondents v*d had "checked" the various 
categories corpleted tliis question by s^^ifying the amounts of money. 
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(See, for exanple, the descriptor "Supplies" in Tables 53 and 54.) Ohe 
greatest dollar ancunts were in "equipnent," with R^lication Project 
re^ndents r^rting about tvd.ce the amounts shewn by Exerrplary Program 
respondents. 

Die total amount of "^)ecial local funds" reported by Teachers was 
$53,635. Administrators said that a total of $51,574 of "special local 
funds" had been leveraged as a result of their vocational programs having 
Exemplary or Replication status. 
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Special Local Funds 
Provided 



a. No response 

b. No special funds 

c. Yes, special funds 



Table 53 

Checklist of Local Funds Leveraged by 
Exenplary/Replication Status, as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Exemplary Replication Exemplary Replication 

Teachers Teacl.:;rs Administrators Administrators 

n«37 n«25 n-26 n-21 



Frequency 
2 

28 

7(201) 



Frequency 
1 

14 

10(42t) 



Frequency 
1 

19 

6(241) 



Frequency 
11 

l0(48^) 



Type of Special 
Funding Provided: 



Checked 
n 



Checked 
n 



Checked 
n 



Checked 
n 



a. Equipment 3 


8 2 


8 


b. Facility renovations/ 3 


3 1 


1 


improvements 




c. Nonprint materials 3 


1 3 




d. Supplies 6 


4 S 


5 


e. Textbooks/print materials 1 


2 3 


5 


f. Other 1* 

*- Release time for ;iHTni n i Qfr;aM \/a ciinnnrf 







ncicdac Liaic lqi dajniniSLraLi ve si 
**-Computer software AV to CAD grant. 



-Perjiitted ai;y/all visitors — total cooperation. 
-Travel and printing costs. 

-Communications (mailings/brochures), conferences 
and travel, 
****-Expenses of supervisor. 
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Table 54 



Total Amounts of Local Funds Leveraged by 
Exemplary /Replication Status , as Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Type of 

Locally Funded Exemplary Re^ilication Total Exemplary Replication Total 

Expenditure Teachers Teachers Teachers Admin. Adroin» Admin* 

(n=7) (n=9) (n=16) (n^e) (n=10) (n-16) 

$ $ $ $ $ $~ 

a. Equipment 500 600 1,500 100 

7,500 1,600 7,50a 185 

1,900 500 

2,000 750 

4,000 1,600 

4,000 6,000 

5,600 6,000 

Total: 8,000 19,000 27,200 9,000 17,637 26,635 



b. Facility 300 900 300 300 

renovations/ 1,000 6 ,210 
improvements 

Total: 1,300 7,110 8,410 300 300 600 



€• Nonprint 
ma terials 



75 
2,500 



75 
100 
2,500 



Total J 



2,575 



2,575 



2,675 



2,675 



d. Supplies 150 500 150 200 

200 500 200 200 

500 400 500 

1,500 • 500 1 ,000 



Total: 2,350 1,000 3,350 

ERJC 



1,500 J.soQ 
2,750 3,400 



6,150 



Table 54 (cont'd) 



Total Amounts of Local Funds Leveraged by 
Exemplary/Replication Status, as^ Reported by 
Exemplary and Replication Teachers and Administrators 



Type of 



Locally Funded 


Exemplary 


Replication 


Total 


Exemplary 


Replication 


Total 


Expenditure 


Teachers 


Teachers 


Teachers 


Admin • 


Admin* • 


Admin • 




1 ) 




V n'^xD ) 


V n-D ) 


V n- xu ; 


\ n^ X D / 




$ 


% 


% 


% 


$ 


$ 


Textbooks/ 


100 


100 


500 


200 


200 




print 


100 


6,000 


1 ,200 


500 


500 




materials 


300 




3.800 


1,200 


500 












3,800 


700 














6,000 




Total 


500 


6,100 


6 ,600 


5,500 


7 ,900 


13,400 


f. Other 


300 


5,400 




100 


300 












100 














300 














514 














800 








300 


5,400 


5 ,700 


1,814 


300 


2,114 



Total Repotted by: Teachers -$53,635 Administrators - $51,574 
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Tables 55. 56. and 57 shew teachers' responses to the leist of the 
"check-and-rarik" items. Ciey were asked (Exatplary Teacher questioniaire 
Item 15 and Kqplicaticxi Teacher questionnaire Item 16), "What should be 
tlie allowable eiqpenditures (for use of State fUnds) in an Exenplary 
Erograni/R^lication Project?" Fran a list of ej^Knditure categories, 
thEP/ were asked to "check all that apply" and then to rank the top five 
of those they had checked. (As with some other "check-rank" itens on the 
questionnedres, not all item respondents ccnpleted the exercise. Some 
did not rank the selections they had checked. Others elected not to rank 
all five "top" items, but chose, rather, to rank only those of the very 
topooost importance to them.) 

Table 55 reports, by frequency and percentage, the teachers' 
opinions of vAiat should be allowable eoqpenditures for the use of State 
funds. Eighty-one percent of the total teacher grotp said, 
"Developroent/ad£qptatioiVrevision, printing of curriculum materials." 
Exsemplary Teachers (75 percent) checked "travel to make presentations at 
workshops/conferences," and they gave their next hi^iest vote (66 
percent) to "developnent/printing of promotional brochures." Both groc^3s 
(64 percent) felt that State funds should be used for 
"development/revision of slide/video tape programs/audiovisual 
materials." 

Table 56 shews hew teachers ranked the items they selected for the 
use of State funds. Again, "curriculum materials" was the hi^iest-rariked 
item (by 45 percent of the total teacher grasp) . ihis choice is again 
reflected in Table 57, vAiich shows the first-choices of re^xaidents by 
frequency and rank: "Development/adaptation, revision, printing of 
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curriculxim itaterials" was clearly the item inost frequently rated as the 
itost inportant \ase of State ftards in Emtplary Programs ani R^licaticai 
Projecrts. 
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Table 5S 

Checklist of Desired Categories of Expenditures 
of State Funds for toemplary/Replication Projects, 
as perceived by Exemplary i\nd Replication Teachers 



Category (Description) Exemplary Replication 

Allowed Expenditure Teacher Teacher Total 

of state Funds n-35 n-24 n-59 

F{%) F{%) F(%) 

a* Development/adaptation, revision, 27(75%) 21(88%) 48(81%) 
printing of curriculum materials 

b* Development/adaptation% revision, 23(66%) 12(50%) 35(59%) 
printing of promotional brochure(s)/ 
materials 

c. Development/revision of slide/ 22(63%) 16(67%) 38(64%) 
video tape programs/audiovisual 

materials 

d. Equipment 12(34%) 13(54%) 25(42%) 

e. Postage 6(17%) 1(4%) 7(12%) 

f. Substitute teacher salary 20(57%) 12(50%) 32(54%) 

g. Teacher ?.lde salary 6(17%) 5(21%) 11(19%) 

h. Telephone 6(17^, 3(^3^, ^^^^^^ 

i. Travel (to make presentations at 27(75%) 10(42%) 37(63%) 
workshops/conferences ) 

j» Travel (to provide/receive on-site 20(57%) 13(54%) 33(56%) 
technical assistance to replicated 
schools/from replicated Exemplary 
Program) 

^' 2(6%) 2(8%) 4(7%) w 



Table 56 

Ranking of Desired Categories of Expenditures of 
State Funds for Exemplary /Replication Projects, 
as Perceived by Exemplary and Replication Teachers 



Categories of 
Expenditure 



Exemplary Teacher 
n«31 
Ranking 



Replication Teacher 
n»18 
Ranking 



Total Teacrher 
n«49 
Ranking 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


a. 


Curriculum materials 


48% 


13% 


3% 


- 


16% 


39% 


22% 


33% 


6% 


17% 


45% 


16% 


14% 


2% 


15% 


b. 


Promotional materials 


6% 


16% 


32% 


10% 


6% 


9% 


17% 


22% 


17% 


6% 


. 6% 


16% 


29% 


12% 


10% 


c. 


Audiovisual materials 


3% 


10% 


23% 


19% 


10% 




11% 


17% 


39% 


17% 


2% 


10% 


20% 


26% 


12% 


d. 


Equipment 


6% 


13% 




10% 


10% 


11% 


11% 


17% 


22% 


11% 


8% 


14% 


8% 


10% 


10% 


e. 


Postage 




3% 






10% 








6% 






2% 




2% 


6% 


f . 


Substitute Teacher 


13% 


6% 


3% 


19% 


13% 


11% 


22% 


17% 


11% 


6% 


12% 


12% 


8% 


16% 


10% 




Teacher aide 


3% 


6% 


3% 


3% 


3% 


6% 


6% 




17% 




4% 


6% 


2% 


8% 


2% 




Telephone 






3% 


6% 


3% 




6% 


6% 




6% 




2% 


4% 


4% 


4» 


i. 


Travel (workshop 

conference 

presentation) 


16% 


16% 


13% 


16% 


16% 


11% 


11% 




11% 


8% 


14% 


14% 


8% 


14% 


18% 


j- 


Travel (on-site 
technical assistance) 


3% 


16% 


19% 


13% 


16% 


17% 


28% 


22% 


11% 




8% 


20% 


20% 


12% 


10% 

« 


k. 


Other 




3% 




3% 








6% 




6% 




2% 




2% 


2% 
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Table 57 

Most Desired Categories of Expenditure of 
State Funds for Exemplary/Replication Projects^ 
as Perceived by E;:emplary and Replication Teachers 



Category (Description) 

of Expenditure ' 


Exemplary 
Teacher 
n"jx 


f 

Replication 
Teacher 
n«18 


Total 
n-49 




a* Development/adaptation r revision, 
printing of curriculum materials 


F(Rank) 
15(1) 


F(Rank) 
7(1) 


P(Rank) 
22(1) 




b. Development/adaptation r revision r 
printing of promotional brochure(s)/ 
materials 


2(4t) 


l(4t) 


0\D ) 




c. Development/revision of slide/ 
video tape programs/audiovisual 
materials 


l(5t) 




1(7) 




d« Equipment 




/ V oil) 


4(4t) 




e» Postage 


-(-) 


-(-) 


-(-) 




f* Substitute teacher salary 


4(3) 


2(3t) 


6(3) 




g* Teacher Aide salary 


l(5t) 


l(4t) 


2(6) 




h« Telephone 


\ ) 


-(-) 


-(-) 




i. Travel (to make presentations at 
workshops/conferences ) 


5(2) 


2(3t) 


7(2) 




j. Travel (to provide/receive on-site 
technical assistance to replicated 
schools/from replicated Exemplary 
Program) 


l(5t) 


3(2) 


4(4t) 




k« other 


-(-) 


-(-) 


-(-) 


00 
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Sug gestions and Comments 

Ihe next-to-last item of each of the four questionnaires offered the 
same open-ended opportunity: "If you have suggestions for increasing the 
effectiveness of the Exemplary Program project, please list theaaJ' As 
detailed belw, 58 (or 54%) of all re^xandents elected to offer 
suggesticais* 

1983- 84 - 1 of 4 ExHiplary Teachers (25%) , 1 observation; 

0 of 1 Exaiplary Administrators; 

1984- 85 - 8 of 11 Exenplary Teachers (73%) , 

10 cbsers^ticns; 

0 of 3 Replication Teachers; 

5 of 9 Exenplary Administrators (56%) , 

7 cbservaticns; 

1985- 86 - 7 of 11 Exarplary Teachers (64%) , 

10 cbservations; 

14 of 22 Replication Teachers (60%) , 
18 cbservations; 

10 of 18 Replication Administrators (56%) , 
14 cbservations; 

1986- 87 - 5 of 11 Exaiplary Teachers (45%) , 

7 observations; 

0 of 1 Replication Teachers; 

5 of 9 Exenplary Administrators (56%) 

8 cbservatioais. 

The following tables sunwarize the suggestions of the four survey 
populaticais. Suggestions regarding the role of the Deparfcxaent of 
Education, specifically as it pertains to procedures of BWAE staff and 
Progranv/Project funding, e^jpeared more than twice as finequently as did 
all other suggestions. Table 58 summarizes Exemplary and Replication 
Teacher responses. Table 59 summarizes the suggestions of Exemplary and 
Replication administrators. 
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OABEE 58 

SGMBffiY OF SDGGESnCNS FGR INCREASING EXEMPEABY IRXBAH 
WOJECE IflMOl VKHES S^ AS BEPGREH) GY EXQIEIARZ 
AID RSBUECaCDDGN OEACaSS 



Initial 
Year 



PCE Support 
Prooedures Rmdincr 
Ex:> Rep. E k. Rqp. 



Program Dissemination 
C3c»iferenoes General Other 
Ex. 'Bep. jEx. Rgp. Ex. Rep. 





f 


f 


f 


f 


f 


f 


f f 


f 


f 


1983-84 


1 


















1984-85 


3 




5 








2 ~ 






1985-86 


5 


11 


1 


4 


1 






3 


4 


1986-87 


3 




1 




3 











Total 



12 



11 



4 — 



rraBEE 59 



SaUSKBX OF SOSGE BIICKS FGR INCBEASIN6 EXEMFIABY fRXaOH 
RUBCT EESBCXEVENESS, AS BEFdOH) EY 'ESaSESNS 



Initial 
Year 



PEE Support 
PtX)oedures Funding 
Ex. Rep. Ex. J(ep. 



Procrram Dissemination 
Ccaiferenoes General Other 
Ex. Rf^. Ex. Bsp. Ex. Rep. 



1983- 84 

1984- 85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 



2 — 4 — 

3 4 2 2 

4 — 2 — 



— 2 
2 ~ 



3 — 



Total 



8 



2 — 3 — 
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Althou^ Table 58 canbined the respc^ises of Exenplary and 
Replication Teachers regeording suggesticais for increasing the 
effectiveness of the Exeaplary Program project, their verbatim responses 
have been s^»rated in Figure 25 (ESrarplary Teacher) and Figure 26 
(Replication Teacher) . Likewise, Figure 27 relates the verbatim replies 
of Exeaoplary Administrators and Figure 28 relates those of R^lication 
Administrators (as \iere presented in suninary in TsQDle 59.) By showing 
the actual stateooents of re^xandents, the integrity of their replies is 
maintained. 

FEGORB 25 

sDGGaesnoNs FOR masasiNS ExooEUfflY mxssm t^oject 

SfHBCKEVQIESS, AS RBPCRDO) EY 
EXDraUfflY TEACHS6 



PDE Support - Procedures 

Encourage more programs theit have ccrapleted the r^licatiai process 
to continue to update and perhaps move for exeaoplary status. (1983- 
84) 

Fill the nw vacant positicxi at the BVAE of E>ffiB[plary PrxDgram 
Coordinator with a person v4io is as enthusiastic and v0Deat 
regarding the program as Vernon Register was. (1984-85) 

cut down the gap&r work from the state—give us more simport. 
(1984-85) 

It would be very helpful to have a printed Directory of all 
Exesnoplary Programs to inclxxJe: 

(1) Name of school - Address - Telephc»ie number 

(2) Name of Irstructor - Address - Tel^one number 

(3) Year (date) received Exiegnplary status 

(4) Name of program 

Also list of what materials are available from each program for 
Di sse m ination or R^lication. (1985-86) 

More public relations work. (1985-86) 
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Figure 25 (Oonbintied) 

FOB Support - Procaedures (C3c»Ttinued) 

Please cxxitinue to have state-level neetings and to permit regional 
niBetings to share information. (1985-86) 

Provide better statewide ?.R. , not only to those teacijers v*k) belong 
to an organization, but to the many teachers viho, for one reason or 
another, don't belong. (1985-86) 

Give genuine status to these programs and utilize the e55)ertise 
within in fontulating policy, seeldng direction and developing new 
ideas to fruition. (1985-86) 

Direct contact with PDE and Exaqplary tea<*ers. (1985-86) 

A manual of \iiiat to expect, ^t is e}q?ected of you, more 
interaction with BWftE staff, sb?.TxJardized forms to track inquiries, 
etc. Guidelines as to hew one is to publicize the program — \Aiere, 
to \4iom and (1986-87) 

Direct Mail recruiting of teachers (concurrent to recruiting of 
administrators) would help gamer early recognition of exenplary 
program project. (1986-87) 

niis was a difficult year to be a wfirst timer** due to the changes 
in PEE. ihere must bei raore diretrt contact with the program managers 
and \?>-tc/-date lnfc>rme.tion--p6th2^ monthly. Ohere was 
cmnunication after Vernon Itegister left regarding meetings, PVBC 
plans, reports due, etc. If the program ocxitinues, more direct 
si^port must be given by POE or the Itegional Offiofe. Many teachers 
in exeiplary programs have m ej^^sriencse with such programs. (1986- 
87) 

PDE - Raiding 

I feel I work harder entertaining a visitor than I do on normal 
teaching days (they pick ny brain xmtil I am ejdiausted) and should 
receive personal monetary gains for this service. (1984-85) 

Ihe funding scale should increase instead of decrease during the 
later years. iMs is needed for i^xiate and revision of materials 
and also as the program is more established there are more f<«»rRTV^s 
for visitatiOTS and presentations. (1984-85) 

Since we all develop scwe type of video presentaticai, a txartable 
video pleQrer is needed to aid in this dissemination activity. 
(1984-85) 
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Figure 25 (Ocntiiued) 
WE - FundincT (Oontinued) 



Should get funding on a decreasing scale wiiih the first year $5,000 
(this is vftien nest of the exaiplary reqairanoits need to be net— 
brochures, slides, etc.)—^ second year, $4,000. (1984-85) 

Allow us to cross state lines. (Note: Refers to travel funding.) 
(1984-85) 

Provide additional funding to recognize exeqplaxy programs. Teachers 
v4» provide th^ services most devote a significant amount of 
persoral time to the duties that dissanination requires. This time 
should be at least partially reiidsursed by the Department of 
Education beca u s e the ultimate result of dissanination is the 
vpgradixig of education activities in other schools thrcugjhout the 
Ocmnonwealth. (1985-86) 

Teacher aide (more) . (1986-87) 

Projram Di ssemination - Oonf erenoes 

Exajtplayy Program teachers should be permitted more travel and 
participation in the State meetings. (1985-86) 

With my specialized program I have initiated a statewide meeting of 
forest, natural resource, luooisering and ma^ seme general 
agriculture instructors for late spring or early fall. New because 
of the uni(]iieness of my program, I estimate no more than two dozen 
instructors will be in attendance. I realize that this may not be 
feasible with ijonti of the other programs.. This meeting will, I 
feel, increase the effectiveness of Exenplary Program (1986-87) 

Workshop for teachers to learn how to write Leaiming Guides and 
other material to mate courses ocnpetency-^sased. Many teachers 
think writing a ccnpetency-based program is difficult. Oteachers 
shcMild be shown by scneone vAk> has the same content. (1986-87) 

In-service programs by PDE at various schools could publicize the 
existanoe of the program as well as make AIL instructors aware of 
criteria for selection. (1986-87) 

Program Disseminaticai - General 

P.R. It's the best program that has ccrae along and nobody tawws it. 
(1984-85) 
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Figure 25 (Ckxitimed) 



Program Dissemination - General fOc«Ttinued) 

My district will NOT let me get a substitute (only going away 
to a oonferencse or off-site vl«iit) to prepare materials for a visit, 
or while the visitor is here* All prep-wotk (and some visits) 
require many hours of pr^>-work and running off of materials — all 
done on my own time. (1984-85) 

Other 

Ranentoer, these (exenplary) teachers must teach also during the 
yearr Time to continue worlc e)dsts in the off months. (1985-86) 

Discover, identify and develop new ideas. (1985-86) 

Ihere is just too moch time wasted in p24)erwor}c. I feel the 
Exenplary Project is to help other programs and taachers. Leave xjs 
do this. (1985-86) 
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FIGDRB 26 

SDGGESIXCN5 FGR HKBEASHG EXQCIABY HDGRAM HIXIBCT 
EETBCEEVENESS, AS KSPCREEI) EY 
BBPUCXEICN TraCHERS 



WE Support - Prooedures 

State send letter/articaes to local school board and local 
neMi^>apers about receiving Replication funding. (1985-86) 

State ^xxsored visitation day to visit Exanplary projects. (The 
best method is to get people to visit. ) (1985-86) 

Easier State forms to ocnplete. (1984-85) 

Easier access to state personnel in EWZffi, aofc Seiiior Program 
Specialist. (1985-86) 

When I s^lied for R^lication and was e^proved, I was not aware of 
deadlines for ^)ending the funds and submitting the final report. 
Ihe proposal vAiich I submitted for Replication had to be received by 
the State no later than January 31, 1986. proposal was at^proved 
in March and in April I was told, by way of an Information jpadcage 
on the final report, that all money had to be spent by Jlne 30th, 
and that the final report on the project wa due 45 days after JUne 
30th. I had not even begun to receive the materials I ordered by 
the end of the 1985-86 school year, let alone have been able to 
isplement the Replication and subnit a final reporti I contacted 
Vernon Register, es^lained the situation, and was given an extension 
until Decesiser 31, 1986. I strongly feel that these deadlines 
should be pointed out at the time of e«^)lication for Replication. 
(1985-86) 

I think there should be more coraaiLiication £xxm the Department of 
Vocational Education and the schools that are attespting to 
Rqjlicate an Exfinplary Program. This is the only ocramnication I 
have received since our grant apprcfval. When 'vill we find out if we 
have received Exesoplary status? (;. 85-86) 

Put on an all out effort to get more schools involved. Mak.-^ all 
ExEnplary Programs more viable to teachers. Send out list to 
teachers, not administrators (they get lost) . (1985-86) 

Etfectiveness coii be incareased possibly by greater PEE interaction 
in the actual ewAange process of infonnationi with guicJelines of 
\^t is to be provided made dear. (1985-86) 

Allow the working time limit (time the teacher has to get his 
program replicated) increased, (1985-86) 
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Figure 26 (Oontinoed) 



PEE Support - Prooedures 

Allcw State FEE personnel nore time to be even ••more si?3portive^^ by 
site visitation, stRxarting teadier, iaproving in-house P.R. (1985- 
86) 

I believe that in order to get more instructors to bflocme involved, 
there is a need to make it more attractive to do so, and to mate it 
dear that an inscructor «Aio does replicate and achieve Exanplary 
status is not setting himself above his peers. (1985-86) 

PDE Sucport - Fundincr 

Much of our money was qpent in travel to the other end of the State. 
ExEBoplary Programs in Western Pennsylvania would be advantageous. 
(1985-86) 

Allow to purchase ocnputer . (1985-86) 

Software for oooputers (Orwperative Education) be publicized. 
(1985-86) 

More hardware and software. (1985-86) 
Other 

Ihe program is well defined and effective. Die irost difficult part 
was writing the Final R^rt. I had so many positive e}?)erienoes. 
(1985-86) 

I am totally satisfied with the Replication process. Ihe 
requirement that you must have a vocational Industrial Arts dub 
(VICA, etc.) should be lifted from the Exaiplary guiddines. More 
programs would be Ejoenplary. Qxild limit funds available to 
R^licate oiie of these programs. (1985-86) 

None - found it very effective . (1985-86) 

No ExaaDplary Program was available in Data Processing to observe. 
(1985-86) 
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FIGDRE 27 

SDGGESXECMS FOR H iQRBSaiC EHEMEUfflY HOGRAM HCOBCT 
SHBCnVBlESS AS KffllKlMJ EY 



PEE Support - Prooedures 

Be cert2dn that the new Secretary of Education and other 
Pennsylvania Department of Bducaticn Key personnel know of its 
sucxssses and value to administrators, teachers, counselors ard 
students of all ages across the OoinonMealth. Shew the Exenplary 
Program Project Pronoticnal video tapes in every outreach effort as 
eqppropriate. (1984-85) 

Greater ooordinaticn at State and Regional level to have Exooplaiy 
teachers share their sucocsses vith each other - in addition to non- 
Exenplary staff. (1984-85) 

Provide more P.R. to all' teachers and school districts. (198S--SS) 

Better ccnnunications between PEE and school district. Not enough 
notice given for individuals to r^articipate in State-spo^ored 
activities. (1985-86) 

Additional prcootion is needed at the State level. (1985-86) 

BVAE xnic^ht consider stronger advocacy of exenplary programs by 
^xxisoring mcbile denonstrations or providing an "in-service program 
service" that interested AVTS's could use for professional staff 
developaoTt activities and in-service credit. (1986-87) 

Additional prcraotion is needed on a statewide level. (1986-87) 

E>?anded Pennsylvania Department of Education staff time and 
availability for developnent and dissemination of Exenplary Program 
content cono^jts and organization. (1986-87) 

Inproved marketing techniques to capitalize on the strengths and 
successes of the programs identified, including the result and 
effect on students in general. (1986-87) 

PDE Support - Rmdincf 

local districts could do a more effective jcb disseminating 
information about the programs if: (a) monies for this were 
increased, (b) restrictions on how it is spent were reduced or 
eliminated. (1984-85) 
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Figure 27 (Oantdiued) 



PCE SuFOort - RmdUm (OaTtinuad) 

Staff feels funding cn a decreasing scale beginning first year 
$6,000 and the initial grant should provide for equipg^nt- 
j^ifically, a ocaputer and. printer. Additionally, a slide 
projector along with regoirenents that a slide presentation 
prepared would be an asset. (1984-85) 

Need greater fleodbilitv in changing funding categories, especially 
du:dng last xionths as adjustments nay be needed to various 
constraints. (1984-85) 

Scne eqaipnoiu should be purchasable wi^. Jjnds. (1984-85) 

Provide more funds for th^, teacher ho do the work required by the 
program. (1985-86) 

Inconsistencies with funding guidelines for ocnpetitive projects and 
Exeigaplary status. (1985-86) 

A more explicit budget exanple^/break-down. (1986-87) 

As a large urban school district in receipt of three dissemination 
grants, it's a inystery vftxy the amount of the grant was decreased for 
each program. It's difficult to prcnote a prcic;ram on a $500 budyet 
(third award) ! (1986-87) 

Program Dissemination - Oonf erenoea 

Increased utilization of Exemplary Program teachers and 
administrators as &pea]cers and presenters statewide at educational 
conferences and workshops. (1986-87) 

Bflenplary Program teachers a'.Td administrators utilized in staff 
developaent programs for inprovement of instnx±ic3nal effectiveness. 
(1986-87) 
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FXX3JBE 28 

EFEBCmEMESS, AS REECRIH} EY 
BEEUCSXIGN ^IMDOSIRKIXIS 



FCE Support - Prooedures 

I've been here only one year. I have not t^Ti educated by the 
D^artment of Bdacaticn on this issue during this time. I suggest 
more and better ouAunication on the program. (1985-86) 

Listing of new Ejcenplary prograns and abstracts sent to each high 
school administrator. (1985-86) 

Pollcw through with recxjgnition from the State (flag, plaques, etc.) 
vhai a school achieves exenplary status. (1985-86) 

State should first provide model curriculum guide meeting 

C h a p te r 6 for each area, then exeinplary would be more effective. 

(1985-86) 

PDE Suppor t - PTy^-jnq 

Allcw a percent of the budget for instructor's wages and benefits; 
they do a lot of extra work. (1985-86) 

More equipnnent is needed. (1985-86) 

Program Dissemination - Oonferenoes 

Provide start-of-the-year workshops for the exenplary instructors to 
give them an orientation to v*iat is expected, of them as well as an 
opportunity to share successful "projects" that have worked for 
previous exenplary teachers. (1985-86) 

Encourage or require the teachers to set i?) aixi run their own 
teacher-to-teacher technological ipiating workshops for other in- 
field teachers in their regicai or statewide workshops in conjunction 
with PVEC. (1985-86) 

Program Dissemination - General 

Share model projects with one another. (1985-86) 

More Exenplary programs in the western part of Efennsylvania. 
Traveling to central and eastern Pennsylvania utilized a major 
porticai of Replicaticai funds. (1985-86) 
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Figure 28 (Oonbimed) 



Program Dissaniriation - General f OcaTtinued ) 

Ohe PEE di^lay during Vbcational BcJucation Week was a fine 
beginning but needs soDre broad<4>ased support froa identified 
programs and a axrwitment to develop quality package if this is to 
be an effective P*R* activity* 

other 

ExeaoDplary Program should be In effect for more than one or two 
years* L*anon CJounty AVTS - no longer in effect after our initial 
contact with them* (1985-86) 

Publicity/prcmotion on the Exetplary/R^licaticxi projects has been 
outstanding. (1985-86) 
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The final question asked of all four papulaticxB was v*iether there 
were "any cxaments you would like to add about the Exesoplary Program 
effort in Pennsylvania." Fifty-three percent of the total grotp 
sillied ocmaents: 

1983- 84 - 1 of 4 Ejoemplary Teachers (25%) ; 

0 of 1 ExaDoplary Administrators. 

1984- 85 - 7 of 11 Exenplary Teachers (64%) , 

9 cteervations; 

0 of 3 Beplicaticn Teachers; 

4 of 9 ExBDoplazy AcMnistrations (44%) ; 

1 of 3 Replication Administrators (33%) . 

1985- 86 - 8 of 11 ExEoplary Teachers (73%) , 

10 oisGervations; 

12 of 22 Beplicaticn Tead^srs (55%) , 
12 oisservations; 

2 of 5 ExBDoplary AAninistrators (40%) , 
6 oisservations; 

9 of 18 Replication Administrators (50%) . 

1986- 87 - 7 of 11 ExEoplary Teachers (64%) ; 

1 of 1 Replication Teachers; 

5 of 9 Exemplary Administrators (56%) , 

6 cteervations. 

Tables 60 and 61 r^rt sunmaries of coranents made by teachers 
(Table 60) and administrators (Table 61). As the inpleotentars of the 
programs, teachers were more praie (by a ratio of 3:1) to comnent on PEE 
support and funding and the disseninatioi process than were 
administrators. ihe latter group, interestingly, did not mentis 
funding. Administrators were more likely to ocoinent on the benefits of 
the Exenplary Program Project. 

Ihe verbatim ccninents of teachers are shown in Figure 29. Oliose of 
administratcrs appear in Figure 30. In these figures, neither year of 
initial funding nor identification of school/program c^ppears. However, 
the ccmnents within each category are listed first by Exsenplary and thei 
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by B^lication project, and vathin these by year of funciLng; thus, 
re^xanses within categories can be matched to expropriate tables. 

IXBIE 60 

aMnnr of oaM ans waaaac KssMom hcgbhc hcoect, 

AS HUSH) BY EXOfEIKOr AMD BEEUaKEXCN TEACSBS 



PEE Role Di£SCT4i]aticn 
partial guppoft Ea3diag Process Motivation Benefits other 
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TMSLE 61 

SM Mg eg c cmiNim BBsioaniK; ExoiEiAEar hcgbsn ebgobct 

AS HOSSH) BSf EXBMEIARSr AMD BSIiECZmXH AHHKESIItKRIs' 



^ PCE Role Dissemination 

Dutial Support Rinding Process Motivation Benefits other 
Year Be. gc. R^ Be. R^ _Bc. Ex. Rep. 
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FIGORE 29 

iraCHER amOlrlS RBSSRDIN5 EXQCIABY IRXKAH HGOECT 

PDE Rolo -• Suptxsrfc 

currently, the program does not receive adequate si^port fron the 
aaeau of Vcxational Education. 

A good effort—efeeds special enphasis on pronotion of program to 
pqpulaticn. 

Cancel is good tut it needs help. Biere seens to be a problem on 
hew seme programs have been picked. 

I feel that ^iie effort is worthsiiile and has been the catalyst for 
meetuig new people and sharing ideas and for continue Uy evaluating 
end iDiaxving programs. Hcwever, there e^jpears to be a lack of 
coordination in tiie effort in terms of standardizing policies and 
procedures. A procedure manual may be of sane help in alleviatim 
questions. 

I hope the E togram continues for at least a few years, if there is 
better ocnnunication. Also, many suggestions have been offered 
regarding the use of money. Vlas anyone listening? At the annual 
Exesiplary Meeting in October (1986) at Seven Springs, the 
participants offered many excellent suggestions, ffe nevv^ heard 
about taiat meeting--we weiie get a report, nor do we know if 
anyone an PEE heard our suggestions. 

I think there should be more cconunicaticai fixm the Department of 
Vocational Education and the schools that are atteopting to 
R^lacate an Exienplary Program. Ihis is the only cotinunication I 
have received since cur grant approval. When will we find out if 
we have received Exemplary status? 

PDE Role -• T^Trriinrr 

I think that the teachers should have been remunerated for their 
time, effort and dedication to the Exesiplary project! All the 
teacJier i-sceived was much more worif. and res^xxisibility! 

Many participants feel a need for monetary reward, althourfi this is 
not a personal cMwem. 

It's a lot of extra work for the teacher for whicii there is no 
ocnpensaticn, only glory. I don't need glory. 
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Figure 29 (Oontiiued) 



PEE Role ~ Wnv^iTv^ 

We understond that $1,000 is set aside and will be allocated July 
1st to Exfinplary programs vAiich started in 1984-85 or 1985-86. vie 
trust this is still in the plan. Hia Exaaplary Erorjram process is 
<?Fitigal for new program areas such as Single Parent ^and Homaoaker, 
as few cMrrioilum materials v&te ocnpiled for new progr a ns until vge 
created than. (Xir manual provides a "bible" far new programs. 

We (anngfe produce videos -vshich ocmDercial outfits charge $10,000 for 
v4ien all we have is $350 in materials and $400 in replaoonent time. 

It is iry sincere belief that many exoellait Industrial Arts prxagrans 
have not developed an Interest in the Exarplary Program Project 
because of the lack of ocB|)ensatiGn for the additional tasks a 
recognized program nust perform on a daily basis. Mai-y educatiaial 
professionals have taken the attitude, "I would 7.7ither be a 
replicator than a designated exEnplary teacher." Ihe current system 
provides more incentive to replicate than it does to attain 
exatplary status. A change of guidelines and fUndi.ng is a rausti 

Dissemin ation Pp ntygg 

Qxigratulations on an innovative approach to positively broadcasting 
PDE's fine educational programs tij^.-ouc^Kxit the State. (Iteacher was 
referring to the Tlrpact Study.) 

Dissemination should be done under more stringent sipervisicsi. 
Materials should be given only to those that have actual programs or 
are establishing programs that will follow State guidelines. 

I am sure this is i very positive program and should be continufid. 
I would like to see more teacher interaction by the colleges having 
more workshops that are put en by the Exenplary programs. 

I would like to see a time when teachers of the same course 
(electronics) could hold a T/orkshop together for three davs. 
(Eastern Region) . 

No conments, except that without proper and effective dissemination, 
the Exaoplary Pnagram concept beocines a vary underutilized and ma^^ie 
overrated idea. ^ 

Motivatioi 

niis program (luzeme County CJoranunity College Single/P&rent 
Hcnemaker) is unique to the Ifeition; it has been modeled by the U. S. 
D^artment of Education via the Program Drprovement Division for 
nationwide utilization. 
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Figure 29 (Oontiiued) 



Motivation fOontinued) 

I feel that it is an honor to be a part of the ffennsylvania 
Exaqplary Program for loe as a teacher, ay students, school, 
administrators and the School District of Fhiladelphia. It is very 
rewarding to share your success with others e^)ecially the success 
of the students each year with the aoconplishments in the wor? J of 
wor^c awVor continuing education of both males ani fenales each year 
since 1978, our first yaar graduation. Bank you for the 
oifortunity to store this success with others! 

I think it should be noted that Butch Blyler, FEE Supervisor for 
Cooperative laucaticn, has done a lot to unread the word and get 
people interested in providing a better prog r am for their students 
fcy -faking advantage of the information available throuoh Exatplary 
Pn. jTams. 

Even with the added amount of work (and volumes of pe^jerwork) , the 
Exaaplary Program Project has been very beneficial to us. tfeny of 
those benefits have been noted in this survey. It has also added a 
shot of aithusiasm to the teachers and students in the program. I 
feel that the ExESDplary Program Project should be e}^)anded to 
include other disciplines. It really generates the desire to be 
continually successful . 

I want the "Banner." 

Scndicw a way must be found to reward Exeitplary teachers and not 
saddle than with more work as a reward. We have probably reached 
close to the limit of teachers vho will do it for personal 
satisfaction antVor glory. 

I think it provides the necessary motivaticai to take a look at vhat 
other school districts are doing in the field. It gives school 
districts an opportunity to i^xSate equipnent and ideas. 

I feel this effort is worthvhile, and I am trying to get ny prxagram 
to the level vAiich I believe will be exatplary. However, this (ny 
first year of replication) has been less than satisfying. Ihe 
enrollment was the lowest since 1978, and the qualily of those 
enrolled was also lame than usual. 

In 1987-88, I will be noking more changes and adding more (either 
adding or adcpting) materials frcm the mentor program. My goal is 
to have an Exemplary Diversified Occtpations program within two 
years. 
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Figure 29 (Oontimed) 



Benefits 

The Exaaoplary Program Projact has brou^t both to myself and my 
students a sense of pride and success. 

Ecogram well worth the woric that went into getting the award. 

I hope the Program can continue. It not only helped me 
professiorally, fcwt also personally. The students, other faculty 
and, of axase, the school benefited and will oonldnue to benefit 
fron ny participation in this program. 

1 feel it really helped my program. It is a good idea. 

The conment I would like to make is that I feel the replication 
process was a positive st^ in inoprovdng ny curriculm and in 
helping ny students with conpetency-based curriculum. It is a great 
deal of extra work for the teacher, and even now I am continuing to 
further develop and modify. Ute bottom line—if you want to inprove 
your program, ycu have to be willing to work for it! 

other 

Ihis really costs me in time ejqjended to do PEE-type work. 

Ohe attenpt to identify programs within the Ooranonwealth that best 
r^resent vocationed and industrial arts is ccnmendable. (But) if 
programs are only identified, but not thoroughly \itilized both in 
the Ocranonwealth and throughout the country, then nany ojjportunities 
for grcwth in vocational and industrial arts education are lost. If 
among these programs, one can see new avenues of solution to the 
problems facing teachers and students in the ei^ities, then a 
concentrated effort, without a lot of bureaucratic nonsense, and 
conplete with the si^iport mechanisms, should be assenbled to emand 
those ideas. 

PDE should be ocranended for their efforts in this area. 
Ihey should ccaitinue! ! 

The Exenplary Program effort is worthwhile and should be continued, 
modified and si^^wrted. 

It's a good program. Keqp it going. 

Great project—really no suggestions for ijtprwements. 

Time lapse made this form difficult to ocnplete. 
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Please continue the program. 

Ihe idea is a fine am and should be ocaitiiiued with modifications as 
reqaired, an indication of vMdi may possibly result frca this 
stud/. Hopefully, it will provide constructive feedback to the 
program. 
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EEGORE 30 

iXKsmsssnam ocmEias mxssmsG ksbsbljixi rnxsmi hcofct 



PDu! Role - Support 

A great opportunity! Kaep \xp the good woricl Need ill\:istrated 
bodldet statewide on Exeqplazy teachers and program. 

CSould use more assistance fton Regional Resource Personnel in 
applications towards ftmcling that is available to vocational 
institutions. 

Broaden to more course areas. 

Ihe effort is just beginning. We hope to see an increase in the 
publicity to maintain the program. 

Total curriculxam pacikage developed incliding Performance Objectives. 
Di^^seminatjnp Pr?9?<»^ 

It is a good program as long as school d^^stricts have the latituSe 
to take parts of programs that work in other districts ar*i plug thaa 
into their own systems, adapting procedures as necessary. 

Motivation 

Ihe Exewplary Program conoqpt has been a motivating influence in our 
scx^zdl for teachers and administration to try to strive for 
e^ccellence. 

nie concert: should be e5)anaed. It is a very effective way to give 
recognition to those ytiho strive for excellence! 

I believe this effort has been well received by both vocaticxaL 
admijiistrators/sipervisors aasl teachers. I think it is noteworthy 
as it does not often h^jpen that both grocps valxae an effort and 
scj^xart it to the extent that this project has been supported! 

Benefi ts 

In t^ite of the extra work and time required to administer the 
program, I would strongly reccranend than to any and all v«k) are 
interested. It is worth the effort. 

An excellent program and has had a positive inpact on both staff and 
school. 
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Figure 30 (Gantiiued) 
Benefits fOciTtincied) 

Hhe program is an e>oc3ellent way of sharing and learning about 
outstanding programs. 

Excellent vehicle for receiving both public and professional 
recognition. 

Staff meaoADers have been recognized in the media, in our brochures, 
newsletters, and at Advisory Cbninittee banquets. 

The program has been one of the best P. R. tools for our school and 
.its programs. 

It has greatly increased our visibility in the State and local 
ooraownity and appears to be a good way to share ideas and x^xprade 
programs ^Aiere necessary. 

It is an excellerxt idea to proraote innovation, creativity and 
progress in vocational education programs. 

It should be continued but not limited to the teadier of the 
program. Scm^KW average teachers should be able to get out to see 
outstanding programs. 

I feel the program is off to a good start. !Ihere are many direct 
advantages to the program. With continued developnent and attention 
to the untapped potential of full dissemination of the quality of 
these educational programs, a serious iinpact on the vocational- 
technical school ixxege in the academic conmmity and performance in 
the educational spectrum can be drrmatically enhanced. 

Provides for an excellent way to iitplement outstanding prograits in 
Pennsylvania. Recognizes and rewards the outstanding prograns. 
Ihis program has been very beneficial to the lEA's. 



Program should be ccxitinued. 
I fully st^port the cono^. 

Since raoch of out time and money was losed for traveling to the 
eastern part of the State, I would lite to see Ebcertplary Programs in 
Western Pennsylvania. 

Ihe program is a good one and should be ccaitinued. 
A great way to e)q>and good programs; 
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CUAPISflt V 

Hie stuc^. Assessment of the Zhfact of the Exenplarv Pnxiram Project 
for VocatinTHn B^vrati'TT (Identification, Dissemination and Replication- 
1983 to 1986), vas oowJucted to analyze and report characteristics an? 
outoGnes of the Pamsylvania Department of Education's Exeaplary ProgrEon 
Project. Vocational education pnogranis that were cited as Exarplary 
Programs from 1983, the beginning of the initiative, through 1986 and 
programs that were granted Replication Project status fixm 1984 through 
1986 constituted the study population. 

Ihe Exienplary Program Project was originally designed to identify 
program characteristics of exeaaoplary vocational education prograns in 
postseoondary institutions (later modified to "conraunity colleges") , area 
vocational-technical schools, and oonprAensive hi^ schools. The 
identification of Exemplary Programs began in Fiscal Year 1983-84 to: 

1. Provide school officials, teachers and other interested 
persons an opportunity to observe effective vocational 
education programs eitphasizing competency based 
instnx±ion. 

2. Motivate school officials, teachers, and other interested- 
persons to develop quality programs emphasizing 
ccnpetency-*ased instriiction. 

3. Assist other schools in obtaining practical information to 
help them inprove their programs. 

4. Recognize the individual sciwols that have responded to 
contemporary needs requiring emphasis of and sound 
instniction for develcpjent of ocnpetencies. 

5. Provide a means to conduct staff developnent programs. 

209 
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IXiring the latter half of F3f 1983-84, ths Pennsylvania D^artanent of 
Education's Bureau of Vocational and Ad-ilt Education (PDE/BVAE) 
identified the first of the Exatplary Programs. Bie programs met 
criteria established by BWffi in conjunction with panels of e>?)erts; i.e. , 
vocational educators \^ were exp&ri&nced in the relevant program areas. 
Exatplary Prcjgrams were first funded to conduct dissemination activities 
in FY 1984-85, and additional Exeaplary Programs were identified during 
F3f 1984-85 and subsequent years. Exanplary Programs were formally 
recognized at the annual Pennsylvania Vocational Education C3onf erenoe 
(PVEC)f at v*iich they received specially designed bannera to display in 
the schools/classrocBJs. Hhey were encouraged to enjege in "kaleidoscope" 
workshops at PVEC to help prcnote the Exemplary Program Project, and a 
Fall workshop for Exemplary Program teachers was conducted by PDE at 
which dissemination procedures and other ejqpected activities were 
discussed. 

Rqplicatiais of vocaticxial programs holding Exatplary status were 
initiated during F5f 1984-85. Each Replication Project also had to meet 
established criteria and follow procedures for pre-application and 
application for Replication Project static-,. Replication Projects were 
awarded a one-year funding grant, during vMch they rq)licated all or 
part of a mentor Exenplary Program. 

Ohis study was initiated by the Pennsylvania Department of Education 
in Spring 1987 to determine v*iether and to what extent the Exemplary 
Program Project for Vocational Education had achieved its purposes and if 
the ejQjenditure of funds for Exenplary Programs and Replication Projects 
should remain constant or \^iether new strategies were necessary. 
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SOflnBY OF HOCEDOEES 

A thorou^ review was itet^i of xeoords acvailable in the offices of 
the FOE/BVAE to identify vocaticrel prograiis that were cited as Exaoiplaiy 
and received dissendnation grants during the study period (1983 to 1986) . 
Litewise, reoottJs were reviewed to idattify the vocational programs that 
were granted status as Rq)lication Projects during FSTs 1984-85 and 1985- 
86. Since scene 1985-86 R^lication Projects were recognized late in the 
fiscal year, they received their funding during the Fall of 1986-87. 
These PEojects were included in the stutfy. 

The 42 vocational prcsgrans that were awarded Exeaoplazy Program 
dissendnation funding and the 33 vocational programs that rec^ved ons- 
year funding as Replication Projects during the period of interest to the 
study were thus identified as the study pc^julation. 

The stuiy team and the PCi/EWM) project monitors met in three formal 
meetings (tMch were siqpplemented by infooal meetings and telefiicno 
consultation) to review the purposes and procedures of the study aid to 
review and rovise procedures and data collection instruments. 

It was determined that data collection should be aocccplished 
through two methods: questionnaires mailed to teachers ana 
administrators of all 42 Exenplary Programs and all 33 Replication 
Projects, and c»v-site visitations to a sanple of the survey population 
(11 Exeraplary Programs and six Replication Projects), which was 
identified through a stratification based on region of the State, type of 
school setting (ccuprAensive high school, area \'ocational-technical 
school, cQPHunity college), and primary program eciJhasis (substantive 
vocational area or "st^iport" content. ) 
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Questionnaires were designs.^ to elicit data related to: (1) the 
benefits of E>cenplary Project status to students, personnel, the 
curriculum, the vocatiaial program, the school and, xiltimately, to the 
State; (2) the dissemination of effective vocational educaticai 
prograiniaing; (3) successful Exemplary Project (Exemp'ary 
Prograni/Rf^lication Project) iirplementation ; (4) ^ui success of Project 
funding procedures as currently conducted by PCE/EWaE to meet the 
intended purposes of the ESceajplary Program Project; and (5) percsptions 
of the stody populations regarding current PEE/BVAE practices and 
procedures, as collected ough the various instrument itens that 
included su^Tctestions for and comments about the Exemplary Program 
Project. I m bedded in the research instrument items vras also the intent 
of discovering the m otivation for school officials and teachers to 
:;evelop and e^ly for Exenplary Programs or R^licaticai Projects. 

Four questicamaires cantaining pa- all el queries vhere c^:::opriate 
were developed: Exaiplary Program Teacher questionnaire; Exenplary 
Program Administrator questicamaire; Replication Project Tteacher 
questionnaire; and Replicaticai Project Administrator questicamaire. 
Questionnaires were a.:ii!prissd of three types of items: open-ereSed items, 
items requesting numerical r^rting, and ranking or check-and-rank 
items. Ihe inoorporaticai of a check-rank si'stem enabled the 
determination of respondents' e>?)erienoe ancVor attitudes toward oertcdn 
aspects of the Exenplary Program Project since attitudes greatly 
influence the success or failure of a project to achieve its intended 
outccraes. Chcxddists were presented first in check-rank items vhsre the 
purpose was to ascertain pero^ions based on the respondent's 
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e>5)erienc3es as related to the pertinenoe of certain qualities or outcxxaes 
of Execplary Program Projects; i,e,, to determine characteristics or 
outcones of va].iie. In check-rank iteoos, ret^xsndents were then asked to 
rank the "top five*' of the descriptors the/ had checked, showing the 
intensity of their feelings (their perc^ions or attitudes) • By 
checking all descriptors that "allied" and then ranking the tcp five (by 
order of importance) , re^xxidents, in effect, created their own attitude 
scales based on their knowledge and positive or negative feelings about 
the descriptors that cccprised the item: individuals learn attitudes 
throu^ e)qperi€noe— interaction with other people and situations • 

A stooictured interview guide was constructed for use in the 17 
field-site investigations. Ihe interview guide paralleled the 
questicMinaires in topics of investigation, but allo;«a the research team 
and the OTrsite teachers and administrators to probe the topics anS 
responses. Case studies were later constructed of these 17 Exeipiary 
Program Projects (11 Exemplary Programs and six Replicaticxi Projects) by 
ccnbining the teachers* and administrators* respcaises on the mailed 
questionnaires with their responses during the on-site visitaticxis. 

As was e)?)lained in Chapter III, Figure 15, questicxmaires were 
mailed on May 8, 1987, to 39 Exejooplary Program Teachers and 33 Exeattplary 
Program Administrators (\Aio may had have more than ana Exeroplary Program 
and may also have had Replication Projects in their schools) and to 33 
Replication Project Teachers and 23 Replication Project Adbiinistratars 
(viio had only Rqplicatioi Projects ~ no Eb^raplary Programs ~ in their 
scJiools) . Field visits were scheduled and the in-d^>th interviews were 
conducted during May and June, 1987. 
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Because questionnaires were mailed during a pericxi in the sdKXDl 
year \*en many intended respondents were engaged in cxLose-of-school 
activities, questionnaire re^xxises were acx3q)ted throu^ June, 1987. An 
overall re^xanse rate of 86% was realized with the return of 109 of 127 
questionnaires: 37, or 95% of Exanplary Teaciiers; 26, or 79% of 
ExoDoplary Adninistrators; 25, or 78% of R^lication Teachers; and 21, or 
91% of R^lication Administrators. 

Ihe 109 questionnaire re^xxises were recorded by year, vising the 

respcxxients' reported year of initial funding: 

1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 TOTftL 

Exeamplary Teacherr> 3 10 21 3 37 

Eeplicaticn Teacffvers - 2 21 2 25 

ExeaoDplary Administrators 2 10 5 9 26 

Replication Administrators - 2 19 - 12 

SOMSRi AND OQNCIIGIONS, EY <S3BCIIVE 

The data (i^qported in Chc^yter IV) are surtmarized in this chapter 

according to the Study Objectives to ^ch they relate and are keyed to 

the table/figure numbers fron Cte^yter IV. Becavise of the extent of the 

data within sane questionnaire iteaans and related tables or figures, the 

most succinct suranary format is a statistical scan. In these cases, item 

descriptors are shewn with percentage re^xxises \it)ere 50% or more of at 

least (XTB of the stucfy populations: were in agreearaent. Also indicated, 

for check-rank items, is a "1" (or "It" for a tie) to show the descriptor 

regarded as •*mo^ inportant". A "2" or next-iriost-iit|X)rtant item is 

indicated viiere the ranking ••votes" were very close. 

Bills, for purposes of brevity and yet cccpleteness of data, this 

chapter presents sunmaries and cancliisi<xis related to each of the 

PEE/BVAE-designated Stu^ Objectives in the following manner: 
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icpy Finrjinrps; ihese sectic3ns reiterate percentage responses (or, if 
noted, re^onne frequency) of stuty pojxilaticns: queried Escemplary 
Teacher (BT) , Replication Teacher (FT) , Exenplary Administrator (EA) , and 
R^lication Aaministrator (RA) . This method enables examinaticn of the 
predctdnant re^x}nses of teacher-and-teacher, or administrator-and- 
administrator, an^/or teachcsr-and-administrator. unless otherwise noted, 
descriptors c^ipearing in the sanmary scanp (key findings) in this segment 
rqpanesait the choices of 50% or more of one or more of the populations. 
Eerae (Rece^itulaticn) . Sumnary "recess" relate major findings fcoa the 
background research and fran z&ipcnses to the questiaoiedre or site 
visitations or any marioed differences in item response tre«3s between 
populations. These may include differenoes between (e.g.) Exenplary 
Teachers recorded on "working" recording sheets (but not ar^earing 
elsesAere in this r^rt) which were used by the research team. Only 
"marked" differenoes between, for ecample, Exenplary Programs of 1983- 
84/84-85 and those of 1985-86/86-87 are referenc3ed in the recaps to show 
whether length of experienoe in the Exenplary Program Project may have 
influenced their pero^jtions and would, therefore, lend d^jth to the 
nature of the query. Recaps follow Findings of each questicamire 
item related to the objective. 

CancLusiais! Oiaracteristics and outcaues of the Ejonplary Program 

Project that indicate \*ether the Project should be cciTtinued as 

presently constituted or whether modifications should be made are 

presented in the final section adcJressing each objective. 

OBJECTIVE 1.0 To analyze the populations served through the Exenplary 
Program Project and R^lication PL jject. 
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These data are a cxnbinaticn of infomaticai fron FGEyBUAE recx>rds 
and re^xxises to the background infomaticxi as sillied re^x»idents. 

Kpy PiTriinrp 

la. Ihitial Itmding Year: 

1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 



lb. 



Exaooplary Programs 
R^lication Projects 



18 



10 
6 



Vocaticnal Kogram BepresentaAuoi: 
vnrai--inBwi Prcxiram Content 

Substantive Vocational Area 
Agriculture 
Business Education 
Health Occipations 
Heme Eocncnd.cs 

Mcirketing^istributive Educaticxi 
Industrial Arts 
Trade/Industrial Education 
Technical Education 

"Si^iport" Content 
DisadvantagecVHandicc^iped 
Diversified Ooci?)ations/Co-op Ed 
Sex Eguil^ 

Single Parent/Horoaiiciteer 
Vocaticxial Guidance 



14 
27 



TOEftL 

42 
33 



Exeaplary 'Peaplicrdclan 



(n=28) 
4 
6 
2 
3 
1 
3 
7 
2 

(n=14) 
4 
2 
2 
4 
2 



(n==21) 
2 
5 
1 
1 
5 
4 
1 
2 

(n=12) 

7 
1 
2 
2 



OJOdAL 42 33 

Ic. Project location (it=42 ExEmplary, 35 Replication; 47 Schools) : 

East Cer^ral West 



Exemplary 
Replication 



Exenplari' 
Replication 



24 
10 



7 
10 



0cm. Coll. 

3 (3 OCs) 
1 



11 
13 



AVTS 



22 (10 AVTSs) 
le (12 AVTSs) 



CHS 

17 (11 CHSs) 
16 (15 CHSs) 
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Recap 

1(1) • Of the 42 EKeaotplary Programs, twice as many addressed 
"substantive" vocational ocxitent (=28) as addressed "si?port" 
content (n=14). 

1(2). Seven vocational pr ogram areas 'were represented within the 
Trade and Industrial Education group of Exeacplary Programs. 
Ihere was only jOQe Rplication Project from this groip.. 

1(3) . HhB greatest nuniDer of funded projects in the "support" content 
area was in Single Parent/Hbraeracsker Programs: four Ebffiaoplary 
and two Replications. 

1(4) . ihe only Exenplary Program in Marteting/Distritoutive Education 
was replicated hy five schools. One of the Industrial Arts 
Exemplary Program ("Drafting and Design Technology") was 
rplicated in four schools and another the Drafting Program (T 
& I) was unable to xitilize the materials, vMch the teacher 
felt to be "industrial arts" materials rather than vocaticaial 
drafting. 

1(5). In total, 16 of the 42 Exaonplary Programs were replicated. 
Seven of these mentored more than om R^licaticxi Project. 

1(6). Of 12 Replication Projects labeled (for this study) as 
"support" content, seven were in Diversified 
Occupations/Cooperative Education, which r^licated two 
ExQiplary Programs. 

1(7). Geogr^)hically, there were itore Emiplary Programs in the 
Eastern Region of Penr^sylvania (24) than in the Western Region 
(11) and Central Region (7) ccrtibined. Exeitplary Programs were 
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more l-iJoely to serve the more populous areas within the 
ISegions* 

1(8). Emcplary Programs and Replication Projects were located in 9 
(45%) of 20 counties in the Western Region, in 10 (42%) of 24 
counties in the Central Region, and 12 (52%) of 23 counties in 
the Eastern Regicxi. 

1(9) . Ihe Eastern Region had the itiost funded projects: 24 Exenoplary 
and 10 Replication. 

1(10). Ihe 75 funded projects (42 Exeaiplary and 33 Replication) were 
located in 47 public-sector schools in Pennsylvania. The 
Programs/Projects were about evenly located in ccxnprdiensive 
hic^i schools (CHSs) and area vocational-technical schools 
(AVESs): 32 Prograins/PLojects and 38 Programs/Projects, 
respectively. Ocranunity colleges supported the fewest (3 
Exertplary Programs, 1 Replication Project) • 

caondusions 

1.1 Over CTie-half (28) of the 42 Exenplary Programs cited as Ejffiaiplary 
during the period 1983-84 to Deoonber 1986 addressed substantive 
vocational instructional content areas. Althonj^ there were seven 
Trade and Industrial Education Exertplary Progrcons, this grxxp was 
under-represented in relation to the total number of T & I program 
areas. 

1.2 Of the 14 Exerrplary Programs that were categorized (for this study) 
as "sipport content," four were Single Parent/tfomemaker Programs and 
fcur addressed DisadvantagecVBandicapped. 

1.3 In proportion to the variety and number of vocational education 
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programs offered, only a snail percentage have sou^t EKeaonplary or 
R^lication status. 

1.4 Only 16 (sli^tly over cx^third) of the 42 Emtplary Programs were 
r^licated. Seven Programs were replicated by more than one 
project, and two programs were replicated five tiines each. 

1.5 All 75 Programs/Krojects in the stucfy were located in less than half 
of the counties in Pennsylvania, with the Central Region having the 
fewest and the Eastern Region having the lODst funded projects. Of 
the 67 counties in Pennsylvania, S6 counties (54%) had neither an 
Exenplary Program nor a R^lication Ptx)ject. 

1 . 6 The 75 funded Programs/Projects viere about evenly located in 
cocprehensive hic^ schools and area vocatiOTal-technical schools. 
Ooiiiiuniiy colleges si$:ported the fewest. 

1*7 In proportion to the large number of seocaidary schools in 

Penn^lvania (ccrapr^ensive hic^ schools and area vocational- 

technj.cal schools) and coratunity colleges that have a^prcved 

vccatiaial education programs, only a small percentage hosted 

Exenplary Programs and/oi R^lication Projects. 

aaaaCTIVE 2.0 To determine the benefits of Emnplary status to a 
vocational education program. 

2a. Benefits to Students (Tables 1-4) : 



student Benefits 


ET 


m 


EA 


RA 


TOTAL 


Student interest 


82 (It) 


92(1) 


84(1) 


100(1) 


87(1) 


Student recaaiitment 


82 (It) 


68 


76 


77 


77 


StutSent motivation 


79 


92 


88 


100 


89 


Student cxatpleticai 


50 


60 


42 


45 


50 


Oo-cp piacsment 


35 


56 


50 


54 


48 


Job plaoeanent 


34 


40 


61 


32 


49 
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Itecap 

2(1). "Student interest" was ranted by 87% of the total survey 
pcpulaticai as a benefit to students^ with Exenplary 'teachers 
including both "student interest" and "sbxJent recruitnent" as 
the most isportant benefits. 

2(2). All four grvxps saw "student inotivaticai" as an inportant 
benefit (89%), althoucfh it was chected more often by 
Replicaticai Administrators (100%) and Replicaticai Teachers 
(92%) than by Exeannplary Teachers and Exemplary Administrators. 

2(3) . "Student oorapletion" was Bost frequently ciiecked by R^lication 
Teachers (60%). 

2(4). Replication Teachers and Repl\cation Administrators chected 
"co-op placeaoaent" more ftequently than did Emtplary perscainel; 
Exenplary Teachers were least litely to check "co-op placement" 
(35%) . 

2(5). More Exeaoplary Administrators (61%) checsted "-^ob placement" as 

a student benefit than did any other group. 
2b. Benefits to Corriculum (Tables 9-11) : 
Key Find i ngs 

Curriculijm-Benefits 

Conpetency-^ased 

curriculvmi materials 
Ccnpetency-based 

instruction 
curriculvmi ipgrading 

to industry standards 
Individualized instruction 

(for student career 

gocils) 
Performance evaluation 





m 


Total Teacher 


93(1) 


74(1) 


84(1) 


93(2) 


83 


88 


67 


48 


58 


59 


66 


62 


23 


56 


40 
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2(6). Although both teacher groips (88% total teacher) gave their 
hi^iest votes (by checJdng) to "cotpetency-based instruction," 
they ranted "oo«pete;xyH3ased curriculum itaterials" as the 
nuntoer-caie benefit to curriculim. 

2 (7) . "CXirriculum i:pgrading to incJustry standards" was cheated by 67% 
of ExEJiplary Teachers but by only 48% of Replicaticai Teachers. 

2^8). Replication Teachers placed somewhat more value on 
"individualized instr^^ction" (66%) than did Ebranplary Oteachers 
(59%) .• 

2 (9) . R^lication Teachers valiaed ^»perfonnanoe evaluation^- more 
hi^y than did Exeatplary Teachers (56% and 23%, respectively) . 

2(10). Exenplary Teachers first funded in 1986-87 were laore litely 
than those first funded in the preceding years to indicate that 
"individualized instruction for special students" was a benefit 
to curriculum. 
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2c. Benefits to Program (Tedales 12-15) ; 
Key Findims 

Program Benefit's ^ 



32 
41 



46 



Facility management/ 

adeqptation 
local industry si^sport 
Ooct?)atic«El (craft) 

advisory carmittee 

involvement 
New eguipnent purchases 38 
Program print/nonprint 

resources 41 
Program publicity 84 (l) 

Program reoogniticn 78 
Public reactioiysi^jport 69 
Resource 

identification ~ 
Pesouroe management — 
School pttolicity — 
Supplies 31 



EC 



58 
58 



58 

50 (It) 
58 

63 (It) 

58 

38 



75 



EA 



14 
32 



36 
14 



82(1) 

61 

46 
14 
82 
25 



PA 



43 
48 



57 (It) 
24 



52 
29 

43 (It) 
53 
33 
33 



TOTAL 



45 
44 



47 
40 



62(1) 
51 



40 



Rscap 
2(11). 



2(12). 



2(13). 
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de greatest benefit to program as regarded by Exettplary 
Teaciiers and Exemplary Administrators was "program publicity" 
(according to percent dieciked and nunber-one ranking). 
"Program cublicity*' was regarded equally as "nurtber cMie" by 
Replication Teachers along with "new equipment purchases." 
"CXxx?>ational (craft) advisory ccraraittee involvement" and 
"resource identification" were chosen by Replication 
Administrators as the number-one benefits to program. 
R^lication teachers checked "facility manageaoenty'adaptation" 
(58%) and "sillies" (75%) as benefits to program more 
frequently than did Exeitplary Teachers (32% and 31%^ 
re^)ectively) . 

Exenplary Teacheor ^*) cited "program recognition," which was 
chosen by cxily 58% of the R^lication Iteachers. 
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2(14). Exacplary personnel (Teachers, 69%, and Administrators, 61%) 

said that a program benefit was "public reac±ioi\/si5]port." 

Only 38% of R^lication Teachers and 29% of R^licatioii 

Administrators chedked this item. 
2(15). "School publiciti'^' ' was seen as a program benefit by 82% of 

Exemplary Administrators but only 33% of R^licaticxi 

Administrators. 

2(16). Replication Teachers were loore liJoely than Exesiplary Teachers 
to cite "local incJustry support" and "program print/norprint 
resources." 

C3onaLiisicr3 

2.1 Exeajplary Programs and R^lication Projects are regarded as being 
the iitpetus to providing the following benefits to stidents: 
interest, program recruitiaent, motivation, and program ooDpletion. 

2.2 Ihe ooc|)etency-4)ased curriculum materials of Exemplary Frogr^s^ and 
the related ocnpetency-^xised instruction v^re regarded by Exernplary 
Teachers and R^lication Teachen* as the greatest benefits to 
curricultim. 

2.3 Ohe publicity received when a program obtains Exenplary status is 
regarded as the greatest benefit to the program. 

2.4 Programs that have R^lication status are publically recognized and 
also benefit from the purchase of new eqiiiproent and supplies. 

2.5 Exemplary Programs generally benefited most irom publicity, 
recognition, and greater public si^^port. Vocational programs that 
r^licated Exemplary Programs e^^peared to have gained a diversity of 
benefits, particulary in the views of the teachers; i.e., the 
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program facility, equipment, supplies, and resouroes, and 

relationships with business and industry as well as general 

publicity and reaognitic3i"i. 

CBSJBCTIVE 3: (To determine) vtoether and to \*at extent are the benefits 
to a school vAiere an Exeaoplary vocational education 
program is located. 

Rev Findincs 

3a« Benefits to Personnel (Tables 5-8/ : 

TOTAL 





M 




m 




Admirdstrative si:qp|)oxt 


91 


100 






Interesty^Dwtivation of 










teacher(8) of Exaxpleoy/ 










Replicatic . progregn(s) 






57(1) 


100(1) 


InteresVtotivation of 






other teachers 


82 


71 


80 


59 


St2if f morale 


60 


46 


38 


36 


Staff sifjport 


55 


66 


46 


36 


Si?jport you give/gave to 










teachers of Exesoplary/ 










B^licaticn proc|ram(s) 






84 


73 


Your interest/jotivaticn 


94(1) 


100(1) 


76 


82 



74 
50 
50 



79 

89(1) 
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Racap 

3(1) . ExieoDplary and R^licaticn Teachers' "interest and motivation" was 
ranked by all four populaticxis as the most important benefit to 
personnel. Ihis item was checked by 100% of the n^lication 
'JDeadiers and R^lication Administrators and by 94% of the 
Exanplary leachers, although by only 57% of tiie Exertplary 
Administrators. 

3(2). More Exenplary Teachers (82%) and Exenplary Administ^ ■)rs (80%) 
checked "interest/rootivaticsi of other teachers" than did 
R^lication personnel (Teachers. 71%, and Administrators, 59%) . 

3(3). Exenplary Teachers (60%) checked "staff morale" as a benefit to 
persoinel, tut only 46% of Replication Iteachers checked this 
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item. 

3(4). More R^lication Teachers (66%) chected "staff si?3port" than did 
the other groups, of vftiich Replication Administrators were the 
lowtBt (36%). 

3(5). "Si?3port you give/gave to teachers of Execplary/Replication 
programs *'was checked as a benefit to personnel by 84% of the 
Exemplary Administrators emd 73% of the Replication 
A a m inistrators. "Admimstrative si^iport" was recognized by 91% 
of the Exenplary Teacherc and 100% of the R^licaticn Teachers. 

3b. Benefits to School (Tahles 16-19) : 



School Benefits 


£f 


EC 


£A 


m 




Articulation with other 


79 


60 


69 


70 


71 


educational agencies 












Board recognition 


100 (It) 


85(1) 


85(1) 


75 


88(1) 


Ocnnunity 








relationships 


88 


70 


77 


80 


80 


Local press 


76 


45 


81 


50 


70 


Statewide recognition 


lOO(lt) 


50 


92 


40(1) 


76 



Recap 

3(6). Ihree groqps ranked "Board recognition" as the wost iioportant 
benefit to school (checked by 100% of Exenplary Teachers and 85% 
of both Replication Teachers and Exenplary Ateinistrators) . 

3(7). Exenplary Teachers (100% checked) gave a tie nuntoer-one ranking 
to "state-wide recognition" and "Board recognition." Although 
oily 40% of R^lication Administrators checked "state-wide 
reoogniticai" as a benefit to the school, they were most often in 
agreement when ranking it as the nustier-one benefit to the 
school. 
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3(8). "Articulation with other educaticml agencies" was regarded by 
71% of all faa: grcwps as a benefit to the sdiool resulting frxm 
Emiplary or Replicaticai status. Exertplary Teachers (79%) were 
the segment most likely to check this respon^^. 

3(9). Exegooplary Teachers and Exearplary AcMnistrators whose projects 
were first, funded in 1983-84 and 1984-85 were loore likely than 
personnel from later years to indicate that "national 
recognition" of their E>raiplary ^^^ogram was a b^iefit to the 
school. 

gpnclusions 

3.1 People teach or administer programs that have Exeitplary or 
Replication status have hei^tened interest and laotivation for their 
respective progreans. Ihe prominence accorded to their programs also 
resulted in iiKareased interest aixi motivatiai for teachers of other 
programs in their schools. 

3.2 Teachers' perceptions of the value of the support they received from 
their administrators were higher than those of the adsdnistrators 
themselves \*en asked about the stqpport th^ had given to teachers of 
Exejoplary/R^lication Programs. 

3.3 Recognition by the local school board and state-wide recognition are 
widely regarded by Exenplary personnel as benefits to their schools. 
Replication status was reported by teachers and administrators as 
bringing benefits to their sdKX)ls, particularly in the areas of 
school board recognition and ccnraunity relaticxiships. Replication 
personnel r^rted less "local press" and s^-atewide recognition than 
did Exeannplary Programs personnel. 
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3c4 Articulaticai with other educational agencies spears to bqprxNe with 

Exemplary/R^lication status. 

CHIBCTIVE 4: To identify the Exertplary vocational education dissemination 
activities. 

4a. Manber of Trqpixies Raoeived, FiGOdT Year (Tables 20-24) : 

ExBPPlary Teacher Replication Teacher 

Year Personal Fhc«>e Mail Personal Ihdie Mail 
of Xncjuiry O Total Q Total 0 Total O Total O Total 0 Total 

From Pennsylvania 
Schools/Programs 



1984-85 


21 


107 


19 


70 


21 


122 










1985-86 


15 


243 


13 


163 


13 


158 


11 


49 


14 


15 


1986-87 


5 


214 


4 


303 


6 


260 


9 


43 


14 


13 



From Out-of- 
state 

Schools/Programs 



1984-85 


2± 


46 


20 


67 


18 


131 


9 




S 




9 — 


1985-86 


20 


50 


19 


23 


17 


30 


8 


3 


9 


6 


9 2 


1986-87 


19 


263 


17 


13 


15 


40 


10 


30 


9 


3 


11 



'^ arv Administrator Raplication A±ninistratQr 

Year Perse ^ Rione Mail Personal Fhaie Mail 

of Inquiry O Tot O Total 0 Total 0 Total 0 Ttotal 0 Ttotal 

ErcKi Pennsylvania 



Schools/Programs 



1984-85 


12 


23 


11 


36 


11 


43 


13 


2 


13 


2 


15 2 


1985-86 


11 


57 


10 


42 


13 


38 


11 


13 


13 


2 


15 — 


1986-87 


3 


88 


3 


65 


8 


47 


9 


19 


10 


4 


15 — 



From Out-of- 
state 

Schools/Programs 



1984-85 


15 


— 13 


2 


14 


3 








1985-86 


9 


20 12 


3 


9 


9 








1986-87 


10 


— 4 


9 


4 


12- 


6 ~ 


6 — 


6 — 



Recap 

4(1). Exenplary teaciiers received more in-state ar.d out-of-state 
inquiries (personal, phone ^ mail) than did Exenplary 
Administrators. 
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4(2) . As more Exenplary Programs were funded over thf^ succeeding years, 
the numbers of Exea:rplary Teachers >jho received no personal, 
phone, or mail inquiries decreased sharply, and the numbers of 
phaie and mail inquiries increased sharply, particularly fron 
Pennsylvania schools/programs* 

4(3). Replication personnel received far fewer ijiguiries than did the 
Exenoplary personnel. 

4(4). Explication Teachers and Atoinistrators reported about the same 
nuntoers of either no inquivie^j or perscnal-phone-mail inquiries 
frcm Pennsylvania schools/programs. Rplication A^ninistrators 
reported no out-of-«tate inquiries?. 

4b. Materials DissaiijDaticn, Reported ly Teachers (Tiahles 2A'^z5) : 

EmtPlary Teaciiers Ra3licaticai Teachers 

% in Need, 

Types # Requests Total ^ % Who % Who Did Not 

of Materials Reported Disseminated Requested Received Receive 



Course gocLLs 


44 


1,828 


50 


67 




Curridlum guide 


52 


1,633 


71 


79 


4 


Descari, Ive 
broc. res 












204 


7,226 


79 


100 




Equipment lists 


4 


99 


25 


29 


4 


Perfomanoe 












objecti»/es 


44 


1,817 


42 


46 


4 


Planned vocatiaial 












cxxirse 


46 


1,168 


29 


38 


4 


Task list 


58 


1,098 


29 


38 


4 


Itotal curricailvrai 


47 


1,256 


33 


38 


4 


Video ta^/slides 


10 


73 


17 


21 


4 


On-site technical 












assistance (fron 












r;entor program) 






21 


25 


8 


Telephone cxxisulta- 












ticn (frcci Mentor) 






42 


58 
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4(5) o Aside froa descriptive brochures (204 requests for brochures and 
7,226 disseminated), the nejct item most requested of Exernplary 
Teachers was task list (58 requests and 1,098 disseminated) . 

4(6). CSourse goals, curriculum guides, total curricalum, and planned 
vocational courses were also frequently requested and 
disseminated, in large xxurtbers by ExeaoDplary Teachers. 

4(7) . Only 4% of R^licatj.iOTi Teachers checked that they requested but 
did not receive dissemination materials, and cxily 8% did not 
reoMve requested cxi-site technical assistance from their mentor 
Exesnplary Programs. 

4c. Vkttixar of Foroa^. Presentations Bepcated (to local taaciier groups, at 
local professional Beetings/aFsociatims, at xegional/^te 
iieetings/assocdations, at IVEC, to ocoiDunity qroqps, to local 
enployers, and "others") , Iby Year of Activity CSdb^es 26-29) . 

Key Fjn rlinrpg 

Presenfcation Exemplary Replication Exeanplary Rgplication 
Year Teadiers Teachers Administrators Adniinistrators 

1983- 84 3 — 2 — 

1984- -85 67 C 33 5 

1985- 86 132 25 123 55 

1986- 87 215 19 175 45 

GxxAJp Itoftal 417 50 333 105 

Racap 

4(8) . Nearly one-half of the 417 formal presentations made by Exemplary- 
Teachers and of the 333 reported by Exenplary Adminirtrators 
occurred in 1986-87. Replication Administrators made twice as 
many formal presentations (105) as did Replication Oteachars (50) 
over the study years. 
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4(9) . Hhe majority of Exenplary Teachers and Ejoarplary Administxators 
r^rted ina}dng either no or few fonnal presentaticans in the 
categori€iS and types of presentations listed on the 
questionnciire. 

4(10). ExKsrplary Teachers reporting fonnal presentations were nost 

likely to have presented to PVEC, regional/state neetings, local 

teacher grotps, and local professional associations. Exeattplary 

Administrators were loost likely to have icade fonnal presentations 

to a Board and Advisory CJcraoittees. 

4d* Ifcniser of Visits Hade To and Bf Exa^olary Pcogcam Tleachers, hy Initial 
(Rinding) Year (Table 30) • 

# Visits Made # Visits to Other Programs 

piitial to Exenplary Proorains by E^ffiafrplary Teachers 

0 Total # 



Tunding 


0 


Total # 


1983-84 


2 


?.Z 


1984-85 


2 


6?. 


1985-86 


5 


95 


1986-87 


4 


150 



8 9 
11 23 
16 43 

Recap 

4(11) . Ihe nuniDer of visits made to Exienplary Program Teadisrs incre?°ed 
steadily each year: by 1986-87, only fotar teachers said not 
visits had been itade to their iprograitis, vMle the 27 i:eachers vdio 
reported the nurriber of visits said that they had had a total of 
150 visitors. 

4(12). Emrplary Teachers r^rted 75 visits to other programs during 
the three-year dissemination period. Of 42 Ej^nplary Prog?:ains 
extent in 1986-87, 16 teachers made no visits. 
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4e. PixkxLeac/GGnstraints E}^)erienoed b/ Exenplaxy Rmgrams/Replication 
Frojects (Tables 31-33); 

Of total responcJents (of three gro^s queried in this item) , 53% (n = 59) 
said they had es^ierienoed no probleins or cxaistraints in their Emtplary 
Program dissesodnaticn activities or the inpleanentaticn of their Replicatiai 
Project activities. In this "no problaoss" grotp there v?ere 18 ExEmplary 
Teachers (50% of those reqpcnding tr,- the itan), 16 Repliostion Teachers 
(62%) , and 13 Exanplary iVMnistrators (50%) . The reiainder indicated that 
they had ej?)erienoed problems/ocnstraints: 18 Exenplary Teachers (50%) , 10 
R^lication Teachers (38%), and 13 Exeinplary Administrators (50%). The 
respondents vAio ei^jerienoed prdblems/ccnstraints identified the following 
problems or constraints in disseminaticn or replication activities (shown 
by percentage) and the inportance by nustoer-one ranking. (All descriptors 
are inclixSed in the questicamaires are r^rted below. ) 



Problen/Ota^straint 

Administrative si^sport 
local stciff sujppcrt 
Difficulty in qettincf 

substitute x:eachers 
Disrtptive to class/ 

school 
Funding 

Not worth the extra 

•srork 
Resources too 

limited 
State techniccil 

assistance 
Teacher's time to 

llHiited 
Other 



Exemplary Replication Exenplary 
T eacher Teacher Administrator 



Total 



17 
17 

28 (It) 
33 (It) 

33 

22 

17 

44 (It) 
61 



10 



20 



40 (It) 
20 



15 
15 

31 (It) 
23 

31 

j1 

8 

38 (It) 
15 



12 

27 
22 

24 

19 

10 

Al(l) 

37 
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4(13). Only 38% of R^lication Teachers said that they had e^q)eriencsed 
probleanas/cxanstraints in r^licaticai activities (inplaaentation) ; 
however, 50% of both Exaiplary Teachers and Exenplary 
Administrators r^rted probleDos/cx>nstraints in disseminatiai of 
their Emnplary Programs. 

4(14). The greatest constraint for Replication Teachers in 

iitpleaoftentation was "teacher's time too limited," This was also 

seen l^y Etonplary Teachers and Exenplary .ftdranist.ators as a 

constraint in relation co dissemination. Exenoplary Teachers also 

cited "fuTiding" and "disrtptive to class/schocl" as nuraber-one 

problems. Exenplary MminiSvbrators, too, said that disruption 

was a nuntoer-one cxanstraint/problem. 

4f. Host and Least Effective Disseodnaticn Pcooedures (Tables 34, 35; 
Figures 20-23): 

Hespcnses to open-ended questions were grocped after teachers wrote what 
tfieir e)q)eriei«ae shewed to be the most effective arri least effective 
disseminaticai inethods/prooedures. Freq^oencies of responses, by category, 
were: 

Methods/ Pr noedures Exertplarv Teachers Replication Tteacher^ 

Most Effective: 

Oc»iferences/workshcps 6 9 

Direct contact visitations 12 12 

ErintecVtaailed mater.ials 7 3 

Other 4 3 

Least Effective: 

rhone contacts 7 2 

Print/Mail Materials 8 10 

Personal Visits 2 — 

Other 5 3 
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4(15). Both Eraiplary TBachers and Replicaticai Teachers (12 of each) 
indicated that "direct cxaitact/visitatioais" to Exeactplary classes 
were che loost effective dissaninatioi methods. Exeaxplary 
Teachers stressed the iitportanoe of prior notification before 
visits ficcm prospective R^licaticxi Teachers and R^lication 
M m i n istrators \ibose visits should indvide observing the 
classrrxia in action and allowing tiaae for the Etoiiilary iteacher 
to e>pl2dn materials and procedures. 

4(16) . Bie nejct most frequently mentioned effective djssemination method 
vas oonferenoes/workshops: for large/small groqps, for statewide 
oiT jcegional vocational education conferences/workshops^ and to 
other groi:?5s (peer, civic, business, advisor;>^) . 

4(17). Although some Emtplary Teachers and R^lication Iteachers 

mentioned printed/xnailed materials among "most effective 

dissemination methods," more teadiers felt that this was the 

"least effective" dissemination method, ftom the staw%)oint that 

this method alone allows no opportunity for interaction. 

4g. ExencOaiy Disseniination and RepXication In|>lenientakion Assistance 
Reported by Teachers (TeOaes 41-43) : 

Exenplary Replication 
Assistance Provider Te acher ofeacher 

Local administration 69(1) 72 

Mentor Exercplary Program Teacher — 76(1) 

Recap 

4(18). Both Exenplary Tteachers (69%) and R^lication Tteachers (72%) 
credi t ed their local administrators with providing ';Sf fectiye 
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disseatiinaticai or replication assistance. R^licaticn Teachers, 
however, were more likely to cite the teachers» of their inentor 
Ex' plary Programs as providing the greatest assistance to 
inplementation. 
Oondusions 

4.1 As more Exnaonplary Programs were funded over the succeeding years, the 
nuntoers of Ejceaonplary Teachers \*o received no personal, phone or 
mailed inquiries decreased sharply and the nuaiDer of phone, and mail 
inquiries increased sheu:ply , particularly from Pennsylvania 
schools/programs. Replication personnel reoeivad far fewer inquiries 
than did the E)oantjLary personnel. Ihe most requested items were 
descriptLve brochures and task lists. 

4.2 Publicity materials (i.e., brochures and videotapes) were widely 
disseminated by ESreatplary Teachers. In additic»i, Exseqplary Iteachers 
appear to have responded to requests made by Peplicaticxi Tteachers and 
others COTteitplating replication for curriculum materials. Also, 
Emtplary Tfeachers appear to have respc»x3ed satisfactorily for 
telqphaie consultation and on-site technical assistance within the 
constrictions of their dissemination travel allowance. 

4.3 E)ffiirplary Teachers made more formal presentaticais over the stud/ years 
than did Exeitplary A±ainistrators. Replication personnel, vvhose 
projects were funded for cxily one year, were less likely to make 
formal presentations than Hbracrplary personnel, and R^lication 
Administrators made twice as many formal presentaticms as did 
Replication Teachers. Bie majority of all populations, however, made 
no or few formal presentations abouc their prograias. 
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4.4 The number of visits made to Exenp.lary Teachers increased steadily 
each funding year. E>ffiaiplary Teachers made relatively few virdts to 
other programs. More than one-third of the teachers of the 42 
Emrplary Prcqrams in 1986-87 did not leave their schools to visit 
other programs. 

4.5 C^ie-*alf of both Exeantplary Teachers and ESaarplary Admimstrators 
>:€ported probleros/cxmstraints in Exenoplary Program dissemination 
activities , and the greatest problems were limitations of the 
teacher's time and disri?jtion to class or school. Exarolary Teachers 
also felt constrained by ftrnding. Replication personnel were also 
likely to discover that inplementaticai activities were a problem in 
that they inposed greater demands on the teacher's time. 

4.6 Teacners, both Exegnoplary and Replicatic»i,. appear to value direct 
ocaitact or visitations to share knowledge about Exenplary Program 
content and methods. These visitations should be pre-planned to allow 
sufficient time for program observation, and discui^sion. Various 
conferences and workshops are valuable for general dis^eakLnaticai about 
the Emtplary Programs. Printed and mailed materials are regarded as 
both beneficial and ineffective. 

4.7 Implication Teachers acknowledged the importance of assistance from 
their mentor Exenplary Program Teachers in iitplementing Rpxications. 

4.8 Assistance and encouragement trm the admiiiLstratx)rs is hi^y valued 
and credited by Exenplary Teachers and Replication Teachers. 
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OBJECXIVE To determine how schools learned about Exenplary Program 

Project and Project R^lication furds (Tables 36-40) : 

Rgy Findinqg 

Emnplary Rsplicaticm 

Information Exerrplary Replication Adminis- Adminis- 

Source Teacher Teacher Orator trator 

Oorre^x»idence frcm 

PDE;/EWAE 50 38 50 41 
Direct contact froa 

PEE/EWAE staff 59(1) 54 67(1) 36 
Personal desire to 

inprove program 47 79(1) — — 
lecher \Ak> wanted to 

^ly ~ ~ 21 41(1) 
visit to an Exsegooplary 

Program 6 67 — 36 



ERLC 



5(1) . Dffiraplary personnel (Exeatplary Teachers, 59%, and Exatplary 
A±ninistrators, 67%) were most likely to learn about Emiplary 
Prograni/Project funds as a result of direct contact ficom PDE/EWRE 
staff. 

5(2). Althou^ 79% of the R^licaticai Project Teachers indicated that 
th^ had learned abait Replication funding as a result of their 
desire to iitprove the vocational program, caily 41% of R^licatiori 
Administrators chose vhis respcaise. Ihsy did, thou^, rank this 
as the nunber-one fa.ctor. 

5(3). Esrantplary TeacJiers v4io first received funding in 1983-84, the 
1985-86 Replication T^^achers, and the 1986-87 Emrplary 
Administrators were the groups (vftien reviewed by year) who were 
most likely to say that they had found out about the 
Rrograiti/Project throiigh direct contact with FDE/EVfiE staff. 
Among R^lication Administrators, those funded in 1985-86 -^jere 
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nest likely to credit "teacher x*o v;anted to apply" as their 
scurcse of infonnaticxi about the Progranv/Project. 
Oondxasions 

5.1 Ihe study populations learned about Exertplary Program Project funds 
through diverse channels. Exertplary personnel appear to have obtainecl 
the majority of their infontaticai from direct ccxitact and/or 
correi^xanderK^ from ME/BWffi staff. 

5.2 R^lication Projects e^pear to have learned most about the project a;. 

a result of the teachers' desire to iicprove their prograne axd an 

Exenplary Program visitation. 

OKJBCEIVE 6.0: To list services provided by State staff to R^lication 
Projects (Tables 50, 51) : 

6a. Rescuroe Materials/Bifcrmaticn : Replication Tteachers 

Information about replicating an 

Exanplary Program 84(1) 
Descriptive literature about 

Exatplary Programs 76 

R^lication Project guidelines 84(2) 
Exaiplary Program criteria 

guidelines 60 

6b. Assistancse Prcvided : 

Consultation visit by State 

Program Specialist 48 (i) 

Assistance in contacting (mentor) 

E»eraplary Program personnel 62 
SuggestiOT© for aclaptations of 

mihtor Exenplary Programs 52 

RBcap 

6(1) . . R^lication Teachers check-ranked "information about replication" 
(84%) and "replicaticxi project guidelines" (84%) as the two most 
useful kinds of materials/information received f ran State Staff 
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(BVAE). 

6(2). Althou^ 62% Of R^licaticsn Teadiers ciiected "assistance in 
ocxitacting mentor Exemplary Program pers<»Tnel" and 52% dieckBd 
?'sucfgestions for ada^jtations of mentor Exerplary Programs," tbe^' 
ranked "ocaisultation visit by State Program Specialist" as the 
most important service provided by State Staff to Ri^lication 
Projects. 

Ooiclusians 

6.1 State Staff (BWffi) provided R^lication Teachers with informatixxi 
about Replication Project guidelin&i and Exenplary Program 
descriptions and criteria. 

6.2 Nfearly two-thirds of the Replication Teachers received assistance from 
State Staff in contacting Exemplary Program mentors. 

6.3 Althouc^i Replication Teachers valued consultation visits by State 

Program specialis es, only one^ialf received such a visit and only one- 

.half were assis'jed by State Staff in adapting the mentor program. 

OKIBCIIVE 7.0: To identify the characteristics of an exaiplary vocational 
education proTram and associated replication project: 

7a. Bank Order of XDoportanoe of Exaoplary Program Oanxjuai l s (Tables 44- 
47). 

Rev FindinqB 

Re^xandents were asked to rank eight descriptors in the order of iaportance 
("1" the most iaportant, "2" the next most iuportant, etc.). Not all 
respondents ranked each of the eight factors (descriptors) presented, but 
chose, instead, to rank only those "top" iteas of iirportanoe to than. 
Therefore, a suninary of most iirportant ("1") factnrs were si^plemented by a 
"t'^ of all rankings" to reflect the frequency by wJiich the factor 
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(descriptor) was selected by the three queried populations to be indtded 
in the rarildiig. 

Tota l 

Exqtplary Proaraai Rankinor, bvr #1 Choice All 

ffiW?C»>9Pt £C EC Total Ra nkings 

Modnistrative support 4 4t 1 2 2 

Advisory cotmittee ^ ^ — — 7 

OGnpetency-^Dased 

vocational education 2 4t 4 3 4 

Curriculum 3 2 3 4 1 

Dxal CGnm'ihity 

involvement ~ 3t — 6t 6 

Resourqes 5t 3t 5t 5 5 

Stutort placement 5t 5 5t 6t 8 

TeacS'ier 112 13 
lOthex;: Rmding of 

C(XQ^)etitive budget 

by HE) ~ 5t 7 

7(1) . According to "nuntoer one rankings" selected, R^lication Ifeachexs 
and Exieraplary Teaw^iers rai bed the "teach^ai:" as the most inportant 
ccwporent to Ebraiplary Program statun. Exarplaiy Administrators 
ranked "administrative support" as the most iicportant conponent 
and the "teacher** as the ::5econd most iirportanc, 

7(2) . IhB longer a Program had hcild Exaiplary status, the more likely 
Exiewplary Teachers and Exeqplary Administrators were to rank 
"teacher** as the most isportant factor in making the Program 
Exanplary. 

7(3). By totaling the nuiriber of **rariking** votes cast by all three 
respondent i^roapG, **curricul\mi** eoaerged as the most important 
factor in making a program Exenplary, followed by **administrative 
support" and **teacher." 



r. 
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7b* ExEoplary Iteacfaer Report of Hbdificatians to Program by Rmding Year 
(Table 48, Figure 24) : 

Frequency^ by Type of Modification 

Funding % Reporting Curri- Equip- Dissem* Per- General 
Year Modifications colxm itient Materials sonnel Upgrading 



1983-84 


50 


2 


1 




1 




1984-85 


73 


5 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1985-86 


64 


6 


1 






1 


1986-87 


18 


2 


1 




1 




T0G3VL 


51 


15 


4 


1 


3 


2 



Recap 

7(4) • One-half to three-fourths of the Emuplary Teachers v*io had 
Exeraplary Programs two or irore years said that they had modified 
their program* 

7(5). Curriculxim was the most feequently mentirmed area of 

modification* Only one person had modified dissemination 

materials. Only four said they received new eqiiipment. 

7c. AioptdoiVIliplementatiai of Mentor EHenplary Program by Replicaticn 
Teacher (Table 49) : 

Rgy FiTV^inrp: 

Mopticayinplementation Frequency (n = 24) 



100% with no changes 1 
100% with minor changes 5 
Less than 100%, more than 75% 4 
About 50% to 75% 7 
Less than 50% 7 
If 100%, degree to vMda now able 

to meet E^reaiplary Program criteria: 

100% 2 
75% to 99% 2 
Less than 100%; further development 

anticipated to ftaiy iirplement 

mentor Exertplary Program: 

Yes 10 
No 3 
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Recap 

7(6) • Only 6 of 24 R^lication Teachers r^rting said that they had 
adoptecVinpleonented 100% of the mentor Exenplary Program. TWd of 
these felt that they v^ere now ready to becxme Exenplary Programs. 
Ten of the 18 \ilx> said they had inplemented less than 100% did 
anticipate further develcpoaent toward full inpleraentation. 

Oondusicns 

7.1 Teachers recognize the energy and enthusiasm of an Exeaoplary Teacher 
as the primary characteristic in creating an Exeaoplary Program. 

7.2 A±ninistratars, viiile acknowledging the importance of the Exemplary 
Program Teachers, are more likely to credit the functions of 
administrative seaport in achieving Exssqpleocy status. 

7.3 Althou^ EKeanoplary Teachers, being in the fore&mt, are aware of the 
need for continuous x^xJating, only about one-third r^rted definitive 
curricultmi r^isions. 

7.4 aie majority of the Replication Teachers do not fully inpleroent the 

mentor program, choosing instead to integrate those segments that will 

st3?engtheri their programs. 

(HJECUVE 8.0: To identify the levels of local sc{3port (fiscal included) 
needed to siqpplement exemplary program funding. 

Rsv Findings 

Esffimplary Programs are, according to the Guidelines, entitled to 
$2 , 500 per year of approved status to fund Program dissemination 
activities. Note: At the time of the survey, 1986-87 costs may not have 
been available to re^xancSents. 
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8a. Annual Oosts of ExBoplary Pcogram Dissendxjaticn, by Fiscal Year (Table 
52); 







Exemplary 


Teachers 


Exenplary A±ninistrators 




S Cost 


n 


Total $ Cost 


n 


Total $ Oc3st 


1984-85 


0 


15 










400-600 


2 


1,200 


1 


400 




2,500 


5 


12,500 


3 


7,500 




3,125- 












8,000 


12 


9,750 


4 


18,450 


Subtotal 




19 


23,450 


8 


26,150 


1985-e6 


0 


— 


— 


8 






400- 












2,000 


8 


10,350 


4 


4,800 




2,500 


3 


7,500 


3 


7,500 




2,600- 












7,000 


5 


20.050 


9 


39.100 


Subtxftal 




16 


37,900 


16 


51,400 


1986-87 


0 


1 










200- 












2,400 


8 


11,900 


7 


10,200 




2,500 


4 


10,000 


6 


15,000 




2,900- 












7,000 


7 


25.400 


11 


42.650 


Subtotal 




20 


47,300 


24 


67,850 



ahre&-Year Total Oosbs: 108,650 145,400 

Recap 

8(1) . Ebffiitplary Teachers reported a total three-year disseanination cost 

of $108,650. ESrarplary Administrators r^rted $145,400. 
8(2). Only 12 of 55 Exeooplary Teacihers (aggregate total reporting by 

funding years) said that their dL^seaaaination costs were $2,500. 
8(3). For the annual funding periods, 12 of the 48 Exeirplary 

A±ninistrators reported annual disseminaticai costs of $2,500. 
8(4). Ei^teen Eb^amplary Teachers and 12 Esffiaiplary Administrators 

r^rted spending less than the $2,500 disseminatiafi allowance. 
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with ainounts ranging frcm $200 to $2,400. 

8(5). IWenty-four Exjenplary Teachers and 24 E>cen()lary Administrators 

reported ^)ending nore than the $2,500 disseminatic»i etLlc^^ranoe. 

with ainounts ranging traoi $2,600 to $8,000. 

8b. Special local Rmdings Leveraged by Exo^plary/Kaplication Status 
(Tables 53-54) . 

Special local Rznds 

No special ftmds 
Yes, special funds 



Equipment 
Facility 

Ncsprint saterieLLs 
Sillies 
Textbod^print 

materials 
Other 

Total R^rted 
Group Totals 
Recap 

8(6). Only 7 of 35 Exeaanplary Teachers (and 6 of 25 Exenplary 
Adndnistrators) said that special local funds had been provided, 
while 10 of 24 Replication Teachers (and 10 of 21 R^lication 
Administrators) said that the Project had leveraged special local 
funds. 

8(7). Dero^Jtions of the ancunts of special local funds leveraged by 
Exenplary/R^lication status differ between ExHtplary Iteachers 
and Exenplary Administrators and between R^licaticai Teachers and 
Replication Administrators. Only one-fourth of the Exenplary 



EA ]^ 

n = 28 n = 14 n = 19 n = 11 

n=7 n=10 n=6 n=10 



Total $ (n) Total S (n) Total $ fn) Total $ (n) 

8,000(3) 19,000(8) 9,000(2) 17,635(8) 

1,300(3) 7,110(3) 300(1) 300(1) 

2,575(3) —(-) 2,675(3) —(-) 

2,350(6) 1,-000(4) 2,750(5) 3,400(5) 

500(1) 6,100(2) 5,500(3) 7,900(5) 

300(1) 5,400(1) 1,814(4) 300(1) 

15,025 38,610 22,039 29,535 

$53,635 $51,571 
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Teadiers said that special local funds had been provided 
($15,025) and one-third of the Exenplary Administrators said that 
{^)ecial local funds had been provided ($22,039) • 

8(8). Ten of 24 Replicaticxi Teachers reported special local funds 
leveraged by Replication status ($38,610) . Ten of 21 Implication 
Administrators r^rted a total of $29,535. 

OonaLustons 

8.1 Over a three-year period, 30 Exenplary Teadiers (by aggregate count) 
were apt to estimate having spent the allocated $2,500 disseminaticxi 
allcwance or less, and 24 E>ratplary Teachers r^rted dissemination 
costs greater than $2,500. 

8.2 Over the three-year period, 24 Exemplary Administrators (by aggregate 
count) reported having spent the allocated $2,500 dissemination 
allowance or less, and 24 Esffiitplary Administrators reported 
disseminaticai costs greater than $2,500. 

8.3 Only about one-fcurth of the aggregate Ebceraplary personnel reporting 
disseaodnation costs over a three-year period (Ebreactplary Teachers, 22%, 
and Exemplary Administrators, 25%) said they spent exactly $2,500, the 
funded dissemination grant allowance. 

8.4 With 55 Exemplary Teachers (of the three-year aggregate) r^rting a 
total of $108,650 for three-year dissemination period, the average 
esqjenditure reported by Exemplary Teachers was $1,975. 

8.5 With 48 Esffiitplary Administrators (of the three-year aggregate) 
r^rting a total of $145,400 for the three-year disseminaticai period, 
the average e)5)enditure reported by Exemplary Administrators was 
$3,029. 
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8.6 According to Ex&tsplary Teachers* perceptions, the average 
dissemination costs doubled frcttt 1984-85 to 1985-86 and renained at 
that level for 1986-87. (Ihe average cost for 19 ESramplary Teachers 
reporting for 1984-85 was $1,234; the average for 16 E5«atplary 
Teachers r^rting for 1985-86 was $2,309; and the average for 20 
Exeoplary Teachers reporting for 1986-87 was $2;. 365.) 

8 . 7 According to Sxseaotplary Administrators ' peroqpticxis, the average 
dissemination cost remained about the same for 1984-85 and 1985-86, 
biit dropped soroeMhat for 1986-87. (Bie average cost for 8 E>ceKplary 
Administrators r^rting for 1984-85 was $3,269; tlie average for 16 
E)ffianoplary Admiiiistrators reporting for 1985-86 was $3,212; and the 
average for 24 Exemplary Administrators reporting for 1986-87 was 
$2,827). 

8.8 Implication projects were lure likely to leverage local ftmds than 
were Ebreanoplary Projects. Local funds were utilized for equipment and 
supplies in a few Rplication and Eweamplary Projects. 

8.9 Rplication personnel r^rted that the greatest amounts of local 
funds were provided for equipment. 
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OBJECa!EVE 9*0: (To detenninci) Whether and tx> v*iat extent is project funding 
adequate for r^lication of an Emnplary vocational 
education program (Tables 55-57) : 

Rsy Findincp 

Desired Category of Expenditure E£ 

Develcpooent/eKia^ytatiai, revisicsi, 

printing - curriculum materials 75(1) 88(1) 

Developonent • • • promotional 

brodiures/tnaterials 66 50 

Development ... slide/video 63 67 

Equipment 34 54 

Substitute teacher salary 57 50 

Travel (workshop/conference 

presentations) 75 (2) 42 

Travel (to provide/receive 

cai-site techniced. assistance) 57 54 



9(1). Both Exemplary Teachers (75%) and R^lication Oteachers (88%) 
checked "development/adaptation, revision, printiiig of curriculiam 
materials" as the most desired category of e)5)enditure of State 
funds for Exatpiary/Replication Projects. 

r 

9(2). More than one-half of tlie ExHtplary Teachers >Axo checked 

"development/adaptaticai, revision, printing of curriculum 

materials" as a desired category of e)5)enditure also ranted it as 

the numbers-one, or most desired. 
9(3). "Travel to provide on-site tedinical assistance" was ranked 

secmd by E)ffini)lary Teachers, 75% of whom had said this was a 

desired category for the use of State funds. 
9(4). Two-thirds of the Exeitplary Teachers wanted to be able to 

"develop or update promotional/dissemination materials" 

(brochures, slide/video). 
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9(5) • One-third of the Exeicplary Teachers wanted to be able to purchase 
program iitproveapaent equipment (not curreiy.ay permitted as a use 
of State funds) to Keep their programs eraiplary, These cpinicais 
were farphasized in the 09>*site visitations. 

9(6). TWo-thirds of the R^lication Teadiers wsmted to be able to 
develop prorootioncLL slide/video materials to publicize their 
programs. 

9(7) . About oneHhalf of the Replication Teachexs wanted to be able to 
spend State funding for pxraotional brochures/materials and 
substitute teachers* salaries. 

9(8) . R^licaticn Teachers were sorae^t more litely to feel that State 
funding should cover travel to mentor Exacplary PrograitB than to 
cover travel to workshop/ocxiferenoe presentations. 

9(9) . Only 54% of R^lication Teachers checked "equipment" as a desired 
category of spending for State funds. 

Oondusicns 

9.1 According to the checklist of items presented to Esffinplary Tteachers 
and Replication Teachers to identil^ vAiether project funding was 
adequate for Exatplary Pir^gram Project dissemination and r^lication: 

a. Dissemination funding is more important for 
"development/adaptation, revision, printing of curriculim 
materials" and for "travel to workshops/conferences 
presentations . " 

b. Esceamplary Teachers al\io value funding to develop and revise 
pronotional brochures/materials and slide/video materials. 

c. Replicaticxi Teachers value funding to develop/adapt/revise 

er|c ^^'^ 
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printing of curriculxM matericils and would also lite to be able 

to develcp prcmotional loaterials. 

9.2 Ooniiunication support (phone, postage) was least hic^y valued by 

Exemplary Teachers and I^lication Teachers. 

CHJBCnVE 10.0: (To determine) vAiether aixl to vftiat extent the E)cen{)lary 

Program Erojec± for Vocatiqial Education should be 
continued: 

10a. (Eree£oaii) Suggestions £ar Increasing S)oenplary Itograni Pcpject 
EffGCtivcness (TableB 58, 59; Figurt&B 25, 26): 





ET 












n 


n 


n 


n 


n 


FCE Sifport: 












Prooedure£S 


12 


11 


9 


4 


36 


Funding 
DissGOilnation: 


7 


4 


8 


2 


21 












Oonfemioes 


4 




2 


2 


8 


General 


2 






3 


5 


Other 


a 


i 




2 






28 


19 


19 


13 


79 



Recap 

10(1) . Nearly one-half of the suggestions (from the 79 responses to this 
item) for incareasing the Exenplary Program Project effectiveness 
ware oonoemed with BWffi procedures that woild si^jport the 
marketing of Ebraooplary Programs; e.g., 

a. Regular ocrammications with Programs/Projects. 

b. Printing and mailing of Emtplary Program Curriculum 
materials. 

c. More visible advocacy throu^ a widely circulated directory 
of Programs/Projects. 

10(2) . Nearly one-fourth of the free-form responses to the request for 
suggestions were oonoemed with funding; e.g.. 
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a. Fonulate a varying anrml dissemination funding scale to 
aooGDinoclate activities and materials revisions. 

b. Include an Exenplary dissemination budget line item for 
equipoaent purchase (A.V. or oonputer) . 

c. Include an Exarplary dissemination budget line item for a 
teacher st:^)end (honorarium) for personal time devoted to 
dissemination efforts. 

d. Increase Exesmplary dissemi n ation program line item allowance 
for tra^/el (conferences, workshops, on-site technical 
assistance) . 

10b. (Ereefom) Oanants Ragaxding E«enplary Program Prorjact (ISihles 60, 
61; Figures 29, 39) : 

Occment ^ E£ M ^ Total 

Cjit;eqpr,r n n n n n 

FCe Role: 



Sappxt 


5 


1 


1 


4 


11 


Rinding 


6 








6 


Dissemlnatj,oi 


5 






1 


6 


Motivation 


4 


4 


1 


2 


11 


Benefits 


2 


1 


10 


1 


14 


Other 


5 


a 


2 


4 


14 


TOTAL 


27 


9 


14 


12 


62 



Racap 

10(3). Nearly one-fourth of the cocnents addressed the benefits of the 
Prortrani/Project, citing its good public relations value, its 
motivational value, ard its value in increasing the quality of 
vfoational education programs. 

10(4). ;^ro>dmately 18 percent of the ocoinents offered iy the four 
populations were oonoemed with PDE's role in si^jporting the 
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£:«en{>lary Pcxsgram Project. 
OcndusiaTs 

10.1 Hhe oonsensus of respondents ^ sillied "fiee-fom" connents was 
that the Exan^lary Program Project effort is worthwhile and should be 
continued and suppor^«d, with scne procedural modificaticjns. 

10.2 Some of the procedural modifications are: 

a. Standardized procedures and policies regarding idaitificaticn and 
funding of Exenplary Programs and Replication Projects. 

b. CSontinuGUs and continued edvocacy of the value of the Exenplaxy 

Program Project in order to maintain and enhance public 

perceptions of the quality of the Project and to encourage 

teachers from wider geogre^c and program areas to a^ly for 

Exenplary and Replicaticn status. 

OBJECTIVE 11.0 Ho determine uhot state level benefits result £rcn Exenplary 
program activity disseninoticn and program replication: 

The conclusions regarding this d^ective have been drawn fma the 

ocnposite stud^ findings. 

Oandusicns 

11.1 The Exenplary Program Project is regarded by its participemts as a 
capstone demonstration of vocational program excellence. 

11.2 Formal recognition and funding enable and encourage individual 
vocational educators to strengthen and maintain their ccnmitment to 
prepare students to enter and succeed in ocfA^ations that support the 
growth of industry and business in Pennsylvania. 

11.3 Teachers and Administrators agree that enrollment in a program that 
holds Exenplary status (Exaiplary Progranj/R^lication Project) 
increases student interest, progr a m recruitment, effectiveness. 
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stuclent noftivation, and program cxxp^etiau 
11*4 Ihe positive public reLaticns generated by Ex&aplary or Replication 
status brings about public awareness and e^reciation of the 
contributions of vocational education to the school iii|>rcMesifflt 
effort. Thitxe is also evidence that in many cases E«er.plary Program 
Project status encxxirages local school boards and eidministrators as 
well as local business/industry to sqpplensent the state Project 
funding and local prog^cam budget. 

11.5 Exatplary Program Project status is a tool for encouraging 
articulation with other educational agencies, resulting in an eooncny 
of time, ncney, personnel, and facility/equipo^ tisage. 

11.6 Pennsylvania's belief in the autoncny of the local educational 
agencies preclirfes standardized vocational curricula* However, the 
recognition of Exenplary Programs ostensibly provides a ineans for 
every local vocational pr *3ram to access a nodel currioiLum that meet 
industry standards, is ccirpetency-based, and can be individualized for 
eadi student. 
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RBJCXMQIDATIONS 

Ihe data for this study was si^plied throu^ (a) a review of related 
infonnaticai and records at the Bureau of Vocational and Adult Educaticai, 
Pennsylvania D^)artraent of Education, (b) sur^/eys of teachers and 
administrators of Emrplary Programs cited and approved for dissemination 
ftmding during Fiscal Years 1983-84, 1984-83, 1985-86, and the first half 
of 1986-87 and teachers and administrators of Replicaticxi Projects approved 
for funding in Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86, and (c) case studies of 17 
funded projecte (11 Exenplary Programs and six Replication Projects) vMch 
were drawn fecm interviews with teacdiers and administrators of the selected 
projects. 

^The staxty findings indicated that the Exenplary Program Project for 
Vocational Education has had a positive effect on the State's vocational 
education effort and should be continued* 

As in all areas of major eamphasis in education, inplementation 
e>?)erienoe yields suggestions for resqppraisal and revisicai. 3ie following 
reooitraendations for Pennsylvania's Exenplary Program Project for Vocaticxial 
Education are presented in three categories^ 

A. Administration, selection, and si^port activities provided by the 
aareau of Vocational and Adult Education 

B. Exeancplaiy Program and Replication Project funding 

C. Site administration and inplementation activities of Exenplary 
Programs and Replication Projects 

25-2 
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BVAB Administration, Selecticai and Si{]port 

!• Standardize procedures and policies regarding identification and 
si^sport of E>ce90oplary and R^licaticn projects: 
a* Revise Emnplary Program Criteria to assure ccxnplianoe with 

Chapters 5 and 6 Regulations and Standards and Federal 

legislation, or 

b* Develop a single set of Emcplary Program Criteria laniversal 
to all program areas to si^lenient the e>d.sting Criteria 
specific to each program area. Relax the mandatory 
requirement that an Exieaaplary Program must have an integral 
vocaticncil student organization vftien an applicant program 
can veri^ that leadership developraent ocupetencies and 
activities are integral to the planned vocaticral course(s) 
with the progzam* 

2. Ensure that each Exemplary Program maintains (and that 
Replication Projects are attaining) Exemplary standards by 
conducting annual av-site review and evaltiatioi. 

3* Enocurage the submission of applications for more Exemplary 
Programs in the Central and Western Regions of the State to 
achieve r^resentation of eO.1 program areas in each of the three 
Regiais (Western, Central, and Eastern) in a r^resentative 
variety of eligible school settings* 

a* Place emphasis cxi erioouraging the submissicxi of applicaticxis 
for Emnplary (as well as R^licaticxi) projects frm all 
Trade and Industrial Education program areas* 
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Directive feedback should be provided by the BVftE Exertplary 
Program CJoordinator to Exenplary Program and Implication 
Project applicants \iho have been imsuooessfui in attaining 
the desired status. 

4. Eecruit ExesDoplary/Replicatioi project applicaticxis through a 
direct mailing of a dii^ectory of all Exieraplary Programs to 
vocationeiL teachers and directors. Ihe directory should inclixle: 

a. Name of school, address, telephone number 

b. Name of program and year Exenplary status vas received 

c. Name of instructor, address, tel^iKxie nunber 

d. List of schools vMch have replicated the program 

e. Titles (and brief descrj^)tion) of planned vocational courses 
that ccnprise the program 

f . Annotated list of primary materials available to Rplication 
Projects froBi (1) the mentor program anchor (2) EWRE 

5. Facilitate State-sponsored visitaticMi days to Exeaiplary Programs: 

a. Encourage small groups of prospective Rplicatiai applicants 
to visit only on these days to avoid visitation overload. 

b. Encourage prospective Rplicaticai Project staff to visit 
more than one Exeaaplary Program before selecting the mentor 
site. Require evidence that Replication staff (teacher and 
administrator) have visited these sites. 

6. ASiere to a three-stage e^licaticai process for Replicaticai 
Projects: pre-applicaticxi to EWftE; documented mentor-site 
visitations; and formal application for Replication funding. 
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?• Increase regularity of EWAE cxxnrtunications with each Exemplary 
Program and Replication Project. Issue a formal survey 
instnsoent to determine the assistance required by each 
Progran^/Project: at the end of six and 12 months to Exemplary 
Programs; during the sixth lamth of R^licaticai Projects (to 
determine needs); and during the 12th mcxith of Replication 
Projects to determine inplementation success and intentions of 
seeking Exeaooplary status. 

8. Develop a manual of guidelines for Exerrplary and Replication 
project staff. 

a. Include activities and procedures that are e35)ected of the 
staff, standardized evaluation forms, and dissemination and 
iiBplementaticxi ••how-to' s". 

b. ISrovide an annual Fall workshop for Emrplary and 
Replication project staff. Ohe workshop should incli:K3e 
instructic^ on the use of the manual and provide opportunity 
for Replication Projects to share ideas and modifications 
with their mentor Exeaooplary Programs. 

9. Help E3ffimplary Teachers to reduce the amount of individual 
disseminaticai required by Exeaiplary Programs. Have Exearplary 
Program curriculm materials dtqplicated and mailed by the PDE 
Pesouroe Cei^-er to approved R^lication Projects. 

10. Provide State-level public relations sij^xDrt: 

a. Present a ••banner" or sor a other prominent, readily 
distinguishable form of recognition to R^lication Projects 
as well as to Exerrplary Programs. 
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b. Either mail news releases about Fxemplary 
Prograins/Replicaticxi Projects to local papers and school 
districts or include models in the ••how-to" guidelines 
manual. (Some Exemplaxy/Ki^lication respondents felt that 
State-generated news releases carry more clout with the 
media.) 

c. Ooitinue to proroote the Emiplary Program Project for 
Vocaticral Education in the Pennsylvania Bulletin and other 
Statewide educaticned publicaticxis. 

d. Assure that the Secretary of Education and other key 
Pennsylvania D^)artment of Educaticxi personnel are fully 
cognizant of the E>ffimplary Program Project's successes and 
valvie to administrators, teachers, couriselors, and students 
of all ages across the CScnniDnwealth. 

e. Encourage the Workshop Oocponent of each of the four CSenters 
for Vocational Personnel Develcpnent to promote the 
Emrplary Program Project; e.g., utilize Exertplary Program 
teachers as peer-presenters in pedagogical and technical 
i:$)dating workshops. 

11. Conduct follcwiqp research to identify the outcomes and publicize 
the benefits of the Exemplary Programs and R^lication Projects 
to the vocaticaial student. 
B. E3ffi3nplary Progranv/Replicaticxi Funding 

1. Standardize the Eiraotplary Program award schedule; e.g., 

a. Establish a cut-off date for sutanciission of prraposals/ 
applications for Exertplary status, such as March 1. 
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b* Review e^lications fron April 1 throu^ May 31 • Assure 
that the eqpplicant program has met or is ce^pable of meeting 
Oonplianoe Beviev/ standards. 

c. Notify applicant of accseptance or rejecticai by June 15. 

d. Distribute funding by July 1. 

Standardize the Btplication Project award schedule; e.g., 

a. Acx:9^ pree^lications two times a year, such as Septeniber 
30 and F^nmy 28. 

b. Accept educations prior to November 30 and April 30. 

c. Ctitplete e^lication review by December 31 and May 31. 

d. itoti^ e^licant of aooqptanoe or rejecticxi by January 15 
and JUne 15. 

e. Distribute funding by r€i)ruary 1 and July 1. 

f . Ebctend the funding for Ba>ruary 1 recipients to January 31 
in the following fiscal year. 

Retain the varying grant allocation schedule for Exenplary 
Programs with the following modifications: 

a. Year One, $5,000 - to acooranodate: (1) rising costs of 
disseminaticxi materials development/production; (2) an 
honorarium allowance to reaoDunerate the Exettplary Teacher for 
non-school-oontract hours; (3) travel for teacher-to-teacher 
technical updating workshops in each of the three Regions 
and/or Statewide, allowing for the utilization of Exemplary 
Program teachers as conference/workshop presenters; (4) 
travel for follow-i?) visitations to mentored R^lication 
Projects; and (5) equipment purchases (coirputer, catputer 
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Projects; and (5) equipp»ent purchases (cxatrputer, cxxtputer 
software, videotape player) . 

b. Year 1\^o, $2,500 - to sustain Year 1 activities. 

c. Year Hiree, $4,000 - to revise/ipdate dissemination 
materials and to aoooranodate the increased deannand for 
disseodnaticHi materials/activities fostered by ptograia 
publicity. 

d. Year Four, $3,000 - to sustain Year 3 activities. 

e. Year Five, $2,500 - to sustain Year 4 activities. It should 
be anticipated that additional Exenplary Programs in each of 
the vocational program areas and each Eegicxi will reduce the 
dissemination and mentoring demands cxi the original grant 
recipients. 

4. Retain the $6,000 grant ceiling for one-year funding for 
R^lication Projects and either 

a. Reiitfcurse funded R^lication Projects for travel (by teacher 
and administrator) to at least two possible mentor sites, or 

b. Reiitixirse (throu^ an enabling grant) the travel costs 
incurred by the teacher and administrator vAK)se pre- 
application for R^lication Project funding has been 
reoccKiended to be succeeded by an e^lication. 

C. Exenp].ary/Ri^lication Project Site Administration and Implementation 
1. Allocate time for BVAE staff (ESffisiplary Project Coordinator and 
staff with vocational program esqpertise; i.e., "program 
specialists" and Regional field ccaisultants) to facilitate closer 
communication with and technical assi&^tance to 
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E>fieit|)lary/R^licatian project teachers and actoinistrators. 

2. Assist proq)ec±ive Replication Project personnel to schedule 
visitaticxi appointments with Exaiplary Programs during the period 
between pre-application and e^lication. Assure that visitaticais 
be for am full day so that visiting team will gain a full 
perspective of the prospective mentor program* s operational 
philosophy. 

3. Encourage mentor teachers to visit their Replicaticxi(s) during 
the latter half of the Replication Project's ftmcted year in order 
to provide on-site mentorship and to exchange ideas and 
modifications. 

4. Provide written guidel3:>es at annual or bi-annual saninars for 
lEA ad m i n istrators to promote the Exeirplary Program Project and 
to encourage and help the administrators to facilitate teachers' 
iitplementation and dissemination efforts. Guidelii^ sliould 
address, for example, teacher release time to prepare prociotional 
materials and curriculum, disseminaticai activity facilitation, 
visitor management, and regional/state conference participation. 

5. Encourage the proclamation of an "Exettplary Rnograny/Re^lication 
Project Day'* during Vocational Educaticai Wfeek to foster school 
and ocranunity recognition of and siqpport for the local Emtplary 
Programs and R^lication Projects. 
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APPENDIX A 

CoMOQWdalth of Penntylvaaia 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Bureau of Vocational Education 
'333 Karket Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17126-0333 



APPLICATION FOSM 
FOR THE 

EXEMPLARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROJECT 



Nane of School 



Superintendent/Director/Principal 
Hailing Address 



Zip Code 

Telephone • 

Area Code 

I.U. 

Brief Description of Program Applying (SO words or less): 



Submitted by 

(Type/Print) (Signature) 

Position _^ Date ; 

Building Principal/Director . 

(Type/Print) (Signature) 



Please return this form to: 



Vernon L. Register/zCoordinator 
Exemplary Vocational Programs 
Pennsylvania Department of Education 
333 Market Street 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126-0333 



PDE-3090 
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APPENDIX B 

Marketing 

and 
Distributive 
Education 




Exemplary Program 
Criteria 




PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
333«ilA9IKCTSrflCCT 
HAHRISSURO^PA 1713M333 



July 30, 1985 
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Dear Colleague: 

Attached is the second edition of criteria for the Bureau of Vocational 
and Adult Education's Exemplary Program Project "In Search of Excellence." 
The Exemplary Program Project is beginning its second year and is providing 
the impetus for vocational education program development and Improvement. 

There are many exemplary programs being conducted for students In 
Pennsylvania schools. I think it our collective professional responsibility 
to identify them and replicate the methods and materials, insofar as possible, 
to give other students and teachers the means to continue program development 
and improvement. 

I hope you will take time from your busy schedule to review the criteria 
and discuss it with your appropriate staff. Please give participation in this 
project consideration. 



Sincerely, 




Adult Education 
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Introduction 

The Burctu of Vocational and Adult Education's Exemplary Program Project, 
"In Search of Excellence" is designed to identify outstanding vocational 
education programs In Pennsylvania schools and attempt to adopt /adapt the 
successful practices that make them exemplary* 

The following criteria are presented by the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education for use by teachey.'S and administrators to conduct a self assessment 
of a vocational education program. The criteria set high standards to be used 
to evaluate curriculum, facilities and instruction. Administrators and teachers 
of vocational education programs which meet or exceed these standards should 
take satisfaction in knowing that students are receiving superior education and 
training. 

If after conducting a thorough and satisfactory self assessment using the 
criteria checklist, the teacher and administrator wish to share their practices 
with others, they are invited to complete the application form attached to the 
criteria and send it along with a copy of the completed checklist to the 
indicated address. 

We hope these criteria are helpful and encouraf^e you to participate in 
this effort to improve vocational education in Pennsylvania. 
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Exemplary Criteria £oz Marketing and Distributive Education 



MDE is a program designed to meet ' e needs 
of all persons who are preparing to ^^iter a 
marketing and/or distributive occupation or 

Clil U^^UUdbXi/U LC\^UXLXAI^ W\/Ui^^WAIW^ 1^41 \/ft«« 

or more of the marketing functions* 








!•! The program closely communicates 

with the marketing and distribution 
industry to keep abreast of the 

rVktina'fna n^^Hfi afi thfiV addIv to the 

potential employment of the students. 








K2 The prograin is provided by a school 
which is accredited by regional or 
State agencies and displays a 
currently valid Program Approval 
Certificate. 








1.3 The current program goale are 
consistent with PDE guidelines. 









PDE-3600D (7/85) 
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Yes No But 



Comment 



Program administration must Insure that 
Instructional activities support and 
promote cne goaxs oi cne program. 








2.1 Program will show evidence of active 
support from all levels of school 
admlnis t r a t Ion . 








2.2 A statement of philosophy for 

vocational MDE Is approved by the 
school and Is on file with the 
administration. 








2.3 Program has an active and useful 

advisory committee. The committee to 

4M#«1a*«3A v* AT\v> AO An f*fl f* 4 ^iTfVtn Imio^tiocc 
XnCXUOe rcprcScilucl|.iUi& j^lsjul uuoxiicoo 

and Industry, school administration, 
alumni, parents and an MDE student. 
Advisory Committee must meet a 
minimum of twice a year and keep 
mxnuces oi. une scneauxea lucc uxu^o . 








2.4 The administration and teacher agree 
to make exemplary program curricular 
material available upon request. 








2.5 The administration agrees to release 
the exemplary teacher without cost to 
the school at least three days per 
funded year to assist other schools 
replicating the exemplary program. 








2.6 The administration and teacher agree 
to schedule at least two (2) days per 
month for visitations « 
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standard 3 - Learning Resources 

Support materials consistent with both 
program goals and performance objectives 
must be available to staff and students. 



Yes No But 



Cocnnent 



3.1 Show evidence Oi having a resource 
library containing current 
materials and trade journals, 
newspapers, magazines, textbooks. 



3.2 Resource books and other instructional 
materials are supplied in sufficient 
quantity to meet program goals and 
course objectives and are utilized 
in instruction. 



3.3 Textbooks are utilized in instruction. 



3.4 Business, industry and labor resources 
from the community are utilized for 
instruction. 



/ 



Stc^ndard 4 - Finances 

Funding must be provided to meet the 
approved program goals and performance 
objectives* 



4.1 Money is budgeted for purchase of 

equipment and supplies to accomplish 
course objectives. 



4,2 Money is budgeted for instructional 
materials to accomplish course 
objectives including DECA activities. 



4.3 Money is budgeted for staff develop 
ment including release time, substi- 
tutes, and travel for inservice, 
professional, and DECA activities. 



268 

Yes No But Comment 
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Standard 5 - Student Services Yes No But Cocment 



Pre-admission interviews, counseling 
services, and placement follow-up 
procedures must be used. 








5 A The program must show a cooperative 
effort with guidance counselors for 
student recruitment. (Program/ 
curriculum selection) 








5»2 The program will maintain individual 
student files for all students 
enrolled in the program. This file 
is to contain the following: 

0 occupational objective 








0 copy of cooperative training plan 








0 DECA awards /recognition 








5.3 Placement records are maintained for 

c**ti/1ori** pnnoAT^i t*"f VA t'T'A'i iri Tiff wh"! 1 p 

participating in program. 








5.4 Follow-up placement records are kept 
for students upon graduation. 
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Standard 6 - Instruction Yes No But Comment 



Instruction must be systematic and reflect 
program goals. Specific performance 
objectives with criterion referenced 
measures must be used* 








o»i Ttie program is competency— Dasea ana 
includes: a) occupational analysis 
and validated competencies; b) a 
systematic instructional process; 
c) clearly stated predetermined 
performance standards. 








6.2 MDE program must have a planned course 
of study (curriculum) on file and a 
plan for implementation. Example: 
IDEC or other career competency based 
instruction. 








6.3 An exemplary MDE program must: 

0 Prepare students to make a 

meaningful occupational choice. 








0 Emphasize career opportunities 
in Marketing ana uistriDucion. 








0 Must prepare students for entry 
level occupations in the area of 
marketing. 








0 Emphasis placed on developing 

problem solving - decision making 
ability. 








0 Must include instruction in job 
seeking skills and job retention 
skills. 








0 Produce students who have 

mastered the basic competencies 
such as mathematics 9 human 
relations » economics and 
communications . 
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c*.^^A^^^ ^ T««f.r.n/.t.4nn (c.nrst A Yes No But Comment 


0 Show evidence of long range 

planning for secondary and post- 
secondary training /retraining. 








0 Show evidence of Implementing a 
working relationship with other 
curriculum areas In the school* 








0 Emphasize stvdent awareness to 
safety on the job. 








0 Must emphasize communication 
skills. 








0 Show evidence of teaching 

advanced technology. Example: 
Electronic scanning, computerized 
Inventory control. 








0 Will Include Instruction In the 
skills needed for small business 
management and an understanding 
and apprenticeship of entre- 
preneurship. 








6.4 The MDE proarasn meets the minimum 
time requirements for classroom 
related instruction. 

+ A three-year program contains 
1,080 hours of instruction. 

+ A two-year program contains 
720 hours of instruction. 

(A maximum of 120 hours per year can 
be related math, science, or English 
courses taught by certified teachers.) 








6.5 The MDE teacher/coordinator will 

utilize community resources as part 
of the total instructional plan. 
Example: Parents, business leaders, 
graduates, etc. 









ERIC 317 



272 



Equipment used in the program must reflect 
technology and industry and must also be 
tne type needed to meet tne program goaxs 
and performance objectives. 








7.1 The classroom/lab facility shall have 
adequate equipment. 








0 Office with telephone 








0 School store 








0 Display area 








7.2 All students will have access to 

equipment necesnary for training in 
riAu And emerffincz! occuDational skills. 








7.3 The facility and program site is 

architecturally accessible to students 
with handicapping conditions. 
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Standard 8 - Facilities Yes No But Comment 



Physical facilities must be adequate to 
permit achievement of the program goals 
and performance objectives. 








0 1 THa mtiF Tirottram fAcilitv fihAll have 

adequate floor space: 

0 one teacher program — 
1600 - 1800 square feet 

luXll JLlumil 








0 two teacher program — 
2250 - 2650 square feet 
minimum 








8.2 Physical resources such as the 

facility > equipment » and instructional 
materials are provided to assist in 
achieving the program goals and 
course objectives. 








8.3 Facility shows evidence of having 
adequate work stations appropriate 
to class size. 
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Standard 9 - Itistructional Staff 

The Instructional staff must have technical 
competency and meet all the state and 
local requirements for certification/ 
credentialing. 



Yes No But 



Comment 



9.1 The teacher of the program possesses 
a currently valid Pennsylvania 
certificate for the area/subject 
that he/she teaches. 



9.2 A teacher vho in addition to being 
properly certified has adequate work 
experience and shows evidence of 
seeking occupational and professional 
growth. 



9.3 A job description of the teacher 

coordinator is available showing thvt 
duties and/or responsibilities. 



9.4 Professional staff meets all state 
certification and competency 
requirements. 



9.5 The MDE teachar-coordinator possesses 
the professional and occupational . 
competencies necessary to prepare 
students for entry and employment. 



9.6 The MDE teacher is a learning manager 
in the classroom and provides the . 
competency for individualized 
instruction. 



9.7 The MDE teacher-coordinator must show 
evidence of professional growth. 
Example: 

o Summer workshop attendance 



o Additional university credits 
earned 



o District meeting attendance 



ERIC 



320 



275 



Standard 9 - Instructional Staff (Cont.) 

9.8 The MDE teacher/teachers in the 

program is/are numbers of an actively 
participate in professonal organizatons 
relative to their program and area of 
specialization. 



Yes No But 



Comment 
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Standard 10 - Cooperative Agreement Yes No But Cowment 



Written policies and procedures must be 
used for cooperative training programs. 








10.1 Program shows evidence that cooperative 
education Is a method of Instruction 
used through a planned cooperative 
arrangement between the school and 
cmpi.oyero • 








10.2 A written training agreement signed 
by the school » student » parent, and 
employer Is on file for each student. 








10.3 An Individualized written training plan 
which shows esrldence of progressive 
on-the-job learning activities Is on 








10.4 A certified coordinator supervises 
the on-the-job activities of the MDE 
ouuaenuo . 








10.5 Students are placed on school-approved 
work stations which satisfy the career 








10.6 The coordinator conducts a minimum of 
jLXvc Oil— oluc evaxuo^iono pcx oem6ow»cL 
per student. 








10.7 The school grants credit for the 

cooperative education work experience. 






• 


10.8 The program complies with existing 
federal and state laws concerning 
payment of the existing legal wage 
and provisions for insurance 
protection. 
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Standard 11 - Leadership Training Yes No But Comment 



Written procedures and curriculum for 
Integrating leadership training must be 
provided. 








11 1 PrnffrAiB miAt* emnHasize t\\^ develonment 
of leadership skill through active 
DECA chapter as an integral part of 
the curriculum and adequate time is 
provided for teachers-coordinator to 
'stinervlse PECA chanter* 








11.2 Program will show evidence of public 
relations activities promoting the 
image of MDE and DECA. 








U.3 MDE program will show evidence of 
community involvement. 









o 
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Standard 12 - Student Populations Served 

All students regardless of their race> 
sex, creed, national origin, or special 
needs are admitted to and served by the 
program. 



Yes No But 



Comment 



12.1 The program Is available to all 
students regardless of race, sex, 
creed, national origin or handicap. 



12.2 The HDE teacher /coordinator provides 
equal opportunity for all special 
needs students. 



12.3 Supportive services are available 
to special need students who are 
malnstreamed Into the regular 
Instructional program. Support 
services Include, b!it are not 
limited to, remedial reading, 
remedial math. Instructional 
aides, etc. 



12.4 The school or program has a written 
policy which Includes prohibition 
of discriminatory practices and 
procedures for all offered program. 



12.5 Placement of special needs students 
Into a program Includes a systematic 
vocational evaluation of each student. 
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education 
333 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17126-^0333 

APPLICATION FORM 
FOR THE 

EXEMPLARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PROJECT 



Name of School 

Superintendent/Wircctor /Principal 

Mailing Address ^ 



Zip Code 



Telephone .....^..^ 

Area Code 



i*u* ^ , : . 

Brief Description of Program Applying (50 words or less): 



Submitted by 



Position 



(Type/Print) (Signature) 

Date 



Building Principal/Director 



(Type/Print) (Signature) 

Please return this form to: 

Vernon L* Register, Coordinator 
Exemplary Vocational Programs 
Pennsylvania Department of Education 
333 Market Street 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126-0333 



PDE-3090 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
(date) 

SUBJECT: Exemplary Program Dissemination Proposal 



TO: (1) cc: (2) 



FROM: Vernon Register 



Attached is a copy of the proposal tliat when approved will provide 
(3) to support your exemplary program(s) dissemination activities- 

The proposal has three parts: 

A. a standard contract (PDE-3501) 

B. application for vocational education program funds (PDE-3032) 

C. the proposal 

o Please attach a copy of your district's/school's policy statement 
regarding Title IX, and/or discrimination to the proposal as the 
last page. 

o Please provide the enrollment figures for the exemplary program(s) 
only. 

o The superintendent, director of the AVTS, or institutional president 
should sign the contract at the "red X" on PDE-3501. 

o The exemplary program teacher, curriculum supervisor or building 
principal should sign at the red X on PDE-3032- 

o If the budget page needs to be changed in any way (substitute rates, 
mileage reimbursement to conform to district policies) please do so 
but do not exceed the total. 

o Please make 4 copies of the proposal and send them PLUS the original 
to me as soon as possible. 

o New Exemplary Programs are expected to develop a video tape or to do 
a slide tape program provided in the budget to describe and help 
disseminate the exemplary program's methods and materials. Veteran 
exemplary programs are to revise or update their AV and printed 
material. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Attachment 

VLR/v62/ 

Revised 8/19/86 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
October 27, 1986 



SUBJECT: Exemplary Program Dissemination Proposal 



TO: Dr. Edward Geer cc: Dennis Ringling 

. * Director of Secondary Vocational File 
Programs 

Williamsport Area Community College 



FROM: Vernon Register 



Attached is a copy of the proposal that when approved will provide 
$2,500.00 to support your exemplary program(s) dissemination activities. 

The proposal has three parts: 

A. a standard contract (PDE-3!)0l) 

B. application for vocational education program funds (PDE-3U32) 

C. the proposal 

o Please attach a copy of your district's/school's policy statement 
regarding Title IX, and/or discrimination to the proposal as the 
last page. 

o Please provide the enrollment figures for the exemplary program(s) 
only. 

o The superintendent, director of the AVTS, or institutional president 
should sign the contract at the "red X" on PDE-3501. 

o The exemplary program teacher, curriculum supervisor or building 
principal should sign at the red X on PDE-3032. 

o If the budget page needs to be changed in any way (substitute rates, 
mileage reimbursement to conform to district policies) please do so 
but do not exceed the total. 

o Please make 4 copies of the proposal and send them PLUS the original 
to me as soon as possible. 

o New Exemplary Programs are expected to develop a video tape or to do 
a slide tape program provided in the budget to describe and help 
disseminate the exemplary program's methods and materials. Veteran 
exemplary programs arc to revise or update their AV and printed 
material. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 



Attachment 

VLR/V62/G3570 
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TITLE: Dissemination Activities 

for (1) ; Pennsylvania Exemplary 
Vocational Education Programs 

APPLICANT: (2) 

INSTITUTION: (3) 

BEGINNING DATE: (4) 

ENDING DATE: June 30, 1987 

ESTIMATED BUDGET: (5) 
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Narrative 

• Dissemination Activities for (6) will be a project to promote and support 
vocational edu<?ttion program improvement efforts of schools wishing to replicate 
exemplary program practices. 

(7) at (8) have been designated as Exemplary Vocational 
Education Programs by the Pennsylvania Department of Education's Bureau of 
Vocational and Adult Education. This proposal is written to apply for a grant 
to provide support for dissemination of exemplary practices and materials to 
other similar (9) programs. 

Objectives include but are not limited to: 

o Providing a model for others to observe; 

o Disseminating curriculum and instructional materials to be used by 
other vocational educators wishing to improve programs; 

o Providing examples of exemplary instructional behaviors to 
vocational teachers; 

o Furnishing technical assistance to replicating school personnel; 

o Promoting quality vocational education; 

o Providing pre'sentations at workshops, conferences and meetings of 
vocational educators; 

o Attending conferences to maintain high levels of instructional 
competency and curriculum validity. 

Contributions to Education 

Replication of exemplary program practices and materials will improve the 
quality of vocational education of students in the replicating school. 
Additionally, modeling is the most cost efficient means of program improvement 
because it avoids wasting time and money in duplicating pre-exemplary materials, 
practices and procedures. 

Dissemination activities of these exemplary programs furthers excellence 
in education and provides a model which specifically promotes vocational 
education. 

Significant professional development opportunities exists for teachers 
and administrators during dissemination and diffusion activities for 

(10) The grant pursuant to this proposal will allow administrative and 

instructional personnel from (11) to provide on-site technical assistance to 
replicating schools. This will permic a one to one professional development 
opportunity to occur for teachers and administrators. 
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Products to Delivered 

A final report describing the diffusion and dissemination activities of 
(12) will 'be provided. Additionally, a list of visitors to (13) 
will be supplied. 

•Copies of all promotional and public Information material developed as a 
result of this grant for exemplary programs will accompany the final report. 

Evaluation 

The exemplary programs will be evaluated by the visitors who Inspect the 
program and by the state exemplary program coordinator. 



V127P 

(Plural Version) 
Revised 8/19/86 
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BUDGET 

Salaries ; for substitute teachers 

10 diys @ $40/day $ 400.00 

Travel ; to make presentations at workshops /conferences 

400 miles @ .205/ml. $ 82.00 

3 nights lodging @ $40/nlght 120.00 

5 days subsistence @ $24/day 120.00 



: to provide on-site technical 
assistance to replicating schools 
750 miles @ .205/ml, 153.00 
5 nights lodging @ $40/nlght 200.00 
7 days subsistence @ $24/day 168*00 



Communication : 

Postage 350.00 
Telephone 57.00 



Other: 



Development and printing of 
promotional brochures and 

curriculum* ma::erlals 500 . 00 



322.00 



521.00 



407.00 



500.00 



Development or revision of 350*00 

slide tape or video tape 350.00 

program 

TOTAL $2,500.00 
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: to provide on-site technical 
assistance to replicating schools 

1,000 miles @ .205/iai. 205.00 

8 nights lodging @ $40/nighL 220.00 

10 days subsistence @ $24/day 240.00 



Communication : 

Postage 350.00 
Telephone 121.50 



Other: 



Development and printing of 
promotional brochures and 

curriculum materials 1,250.00 
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BUDGET 

Salaries : for substitute teachers 

12 dilts @ $45/day $ 540.00 

Travel: to make presentations at workshops/conferences 
700 miles @ .205/mi. $ 143.50 

6 nights lodging @ $40/night 240.00 
10 days subsistence @ $24/day 240.00 



623.50 



765.00 



471.50 



1,250.00 



Development or revision of 

slide tape or video tape 350.00 

program 350.00 



TOTAL $4,000.00 
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BUDGET 

Salaries: for substitute teachers 

18 days @ $60/day $ 780.00 

Travel: to make presentations at workshops/conferences 
900 miles @ .205/mi. $ 185.00 

9 nights lodging @ $45/night 405.00 
24 days subsistence @ $24/day 576.00 

1,166.00 

: to provide on-site technical 
assistance to replicating schools 
900 miles @ .205/mi. 
10 nights lodging @ $45/night 
12 days subsistence @ $24/day 



Communication ; 
Postage 
Telephone 



Other : 

Development and printing of 
promotional brochures and 
curriculum materials 



: Development or revision of 
slide tape or video tape 
program 



185.00 
450.00 
288.00 



531.00 
250.00 



650.00 



1.700.00 



923.00 



781.00 



650.00 
1,700.00 



TOTAL $6,000.00 
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COMMONWEALTH OP PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
April 20, 1987 



SUBJECT: Pennsylvania's Excnplary 

Vocational Education Project 



10: Exaaplary' Prograas 

Replication Sites 
Chief School Adalnlstrators for 
Exeaplary Prograas and 
Replication Sites 



PROM: Jerry C. Olson, Director 
Bureau of Vocational an 




AA ^Jil Pennsylvania Department of Education, Bureau of Vocatlon.1 .nd 
Adult Education, has awarded a contract to thi uSverslty orJlttibu^^ 
to conduct "A Study of the Exeaplary Prcgraa PrXJ f w VocatJo^S * 

f^XM'J^V^"*"""*^!!"^"' Dlsseal^^tlon and R^pllcitlo^ ! ^83 ?J 
1986)." The research will be directed by Dr Ch.rvi Si-.r— v .-^ n «. 
Kay Klnt«r froa the University orPiJtsK.* ^ 

A aI°^ ^S!* ■ "cipient of an award froa the Bureau of Vocation.! 

V •i!*"Pl«y programs or replication sites constitute the 
population for the study. The researchers will be gathering daS thJou^h 
a sur^■ey of .11 recipients and c.se studies of a saSpl. S"?he JL^LSs. 



This meaoranduB has the following two purposes: 



1. 



2. 



To authorize the researchtrs to conduct research on prograas at 
MuLa" " ' °' DeparSeS^? 

To ask your cooperation In responding to their Inquiries. 



I want to thank you In advance for assisting the Departaent in 
deteralning the lapact of an initiative and in deteralnlSg fSJwe direction, 
and activities for vocational education in the ComaJ^wwUh 



JCO/TRW/rJk/g0983 
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May 



Dear 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE), Bureau of Vocational 
and Adult Education has engaged the University of Pittsburgh to 
conduct a study to determine the Impact of the Exemplary Program 
Project in Pennsylvania, The study covers the school years 1983-1986. 
All Exemplary/Replication Programs funded during those years are 
included in the study. 

Completion of the enclosed questionnaire by May 20 will help PDE 
determine the extent to which the Exemplary Program Dissemination 
and Replication vocational education projects have resulted in: 

(1) successful exemplary program/replication 
i iiiplementation 

(2) tm disseiiiination of effective vocational 
education programs to 

" the local education agency (LEA), 

- the specific vocational program, 

- the statewide competency-based 
curriculum effort; 

(3) mot1vat7on for school officials and teachers 
to develop or replicate additional exemplary 
programming. 

If you have any questions concerning the purpose or content of the 
survey, please contact: 

Dr. Ona Kay Kinter (648-7354) or 
Dr. Cheryl W. Steczak (648-7355) 
Vocational Education Program 
University of Pittsburgh 
4M01 Forbes Quadrangle 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
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Your cooperation will make a positive effort toward the continued 
quality of Exemplary/Replication Programs throughout Pennsylvania. 

Sincerely, 



re. Ona Kay Kinter 
Project Coordinator 
University of Pittsburgh 



Dr. Cheryl Steczak 
Project Coordinator 
University of Pittsburgh 

OKK/CS:drf 

Enclosure 
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UNIVERSITY OF- PITTSBURGH 
Department of Instruction and Learning 

Vocational Education 

Survey of 

EXEMPLARY PROGP.AM DISSEMINATION PROJECTS - 1983 to 1986 



TEACHER SURVEY 



School Name 



Exemplary Program Teacher 



Name of Person Completing Survey 

Title 
Phone 

Name of Exemplary Program 



Years Funded for Dissemination: 1983-8A 
(Check all that apply) 

198A-85 
1985-86 



Study Objectives 

To determine the extent to which the Exemplary 
Program Dissemination and Replication vocatio ^al 
education projects have resulted in: 

(1) successful exemplary program/replication 
project implementation ; 

(2) the dissemination of effective vocational 
education practices to 

- local educational agencies (LEAs) 

- specific vocational programs ; 

(3) motivating school officials and teachers 

to develop or replicata additional exemplary 
programming. 
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1* The five sections of this Item concern ^'Beneflts*^ associated with 
Exemplary status* For each section , read the list of possible 
benefits, and: y 

(1) In the left column, check {>/ ) all that you feel were affected 
by (benefited from) your Exemplary Program status ; then , 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five Items you checked to 
show what you feel rectslved the most benefit • (Let "1" show 
the greatest benefit, "2" the next greatest, etcO 

A# Benefits to Students 



Check Rank 



a. 


Student i.ar;c;rest ' 


b. 


Student recruitment 


c • 


Student motivation 


d. 


Student completion 


e. 


Co«*op placement (If applicable) 


f • 


Placement (job, postsecondary , military) 


8* 


Job advancement opportunities 


h* 


Other (specify) : 



Benefits to Personnel 



a« Administrative support 

b. Interest/motivation of other teachers 

c» Staff morale 

d, Staff support 

e, Support Gtaff Inservlce 

f, Teacher Inservlce 

g» Your Interest/motivation 

h. Other (specify) : > 



C* Benefits to Curriculum 



a . Competency-based curriculum materials 

b • Competency-Abased Instruction 

c. Curriculum administration/management 

d. Curriculum upgrading to Industry standards 

e. Individualized Instruction for student career goals 

f. Individualized Instruction for students with 

special needs 

g. Integrated safety Instruction 

h. Integrated vocational student organization 

1 . Performance evaluation 

j. Program philosophy/goals 

k, Other (specify) : 
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(!• Continued) 

D. Benefits to Prograic 
Check Rank 



a. Facility management/adaptation 

b. Local Industry support 

c. New equipment purchases 

Occupational (craft) advisory committee Involvement 

Program print and nonprlnt resources 

f* Program publicity 

g» Program recognition 

h. Public reaction/support 

School (general) advisory comj*.lttee support 

j. Supplies 

k. Other (specify): ^ 



E. Benefits to School 

a. Articulation with other educational agencies 

b. Board recognition 

c. Community relationships 

d. Local press 

«• National recognition 

f. Statewide recognition 

g. Other (specify): 
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About how many inquiries have you, personally, had each year 
from other schools/programs interested in your Exemplary Program? 
(Write the number.) 

Type of Inquiry 
Personal Phone Mail 



a. Pennsylvania 1984-85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 

b. Out-of-state 1984-85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 



Please describe the dissemination of materials from your Exemplary 
Program: 

(1) In the left column, check the materials that have been 
requested by other teacher/schools; then, 

(2) In the right column, write the quantity (total numbers) of the 
materials you actually disseminated* 

Total Number 
Requested Disseminated 



a. Course goals 

Curriculum guide 

c. Descriptive brochures 

Equipment lis t 

Performance ob j ec tives 

Planned vocational course 

g» Task list 

Total curriculum 

Video , tape/slides 

j» Other (specify) : 



How many formal presentations have you made on your Exemplary Program? 

1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 

a • To local teacher groups 

b . At local professional 

meetings (associations) 

c. At regional/state meetings 

(associations) * 

d. At PVEC (Pennsylvania 

Vocational Education 

Conf ei <*nce) 

e. To community groups 

i. To local employers ~~~ 
g. Other (specify) : 
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5. Please relate the number of visits made t£ you and hji^ you regarding 
your Exemplary Program. 

(1) In the left column, write the number of visits that were made 
to , you , each year, by others interested in finding out about 
your Exemplary Program; then, 

(2) In the right column, write the number of visits you made to 
other sites/schools to tell about your Exemplary Program. 

Number of Visits Number of Visits 

Made by Others Made by You 
To You To Others 



a. 1983-84 

b. 1984-85 

c. 1985-86 

d. 1986-87 



6. Did you experience problems/constraints in your dissemination activities 

a. No problems/constraints 

b. Yes 

CI) If you answered "Yes," read the following list, and 

(a) In the left column, check (^) all that apply: 

(b) In the right column, rank the top five . (Let "1" 

show the greatest' problem/constraint, "2" the next, etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. Administrative support 

b* Difficulty in getting substitute teachers 

c. Disruptive to class/school 

d . Funding 

e. Not worth the extra work 

f . Resources too limited 

g . ^ State technj.cal assistance 

h. ^ Teacher's time too limited 

i. Other (specify): 



7. Please describe what you feel is the MOST effective dissemination 
procedure : 
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Exemplary Teacher - page 6 

8* Please describe what you feel Is the LEAST effective dissemination 
procedure i 



9. How did you find out about the Exemplar- Program project? 
CD In the left column, check all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five (of the total list) in 
the order of importance to your decision to pursue Exemplary 
status, CLet "1" be the most important, etc) 

Check Rank 

Correspondence from PDE's Bureau of Vocational 

and Adult Education . (BVAE) 

Direct contact from PDE BVAE staff 

Direct contact from BVAE Regional Consultant 

Information mailed to you by an Exemplary 

Program teacher 

: Local professional meetings (associations) 

; Occupational Ccraf t) advisoty committee 

8-^ Oth.er teacher(s) in your school 

fi- , 1. '^Pennsylvania Bull at in" 

' ^ . „ Personal desire to improve program 

J* ^ Personal inquiry to PDE/BVAE 

PVEC presentations/displays 

- Regional/state professional meetings (associations) 

^* ^ School administrator 

^» School supervisory staff 

Visit to an Exemplary Program 

V* Visit from an Exemplary • Program teacher 

q* Other Cspecify): 
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10* Please rate» by rank order, the following factors in terms of their 
importance to making ydur program "Exemplary." (V^ 2 "1" to show 
the item of greatest importance, etc.) 



a* Administrative support 

Advisory committee 

c. Competency-based vocational education 

d* Curriculum 

€• Local community involvement 

f • Resources 

g* Student placement 

h* Teacher 

i; Other (specify and include in rank order) : 



II* What agencies/individuals helped you in the dissemination of 
your Exemplary Program? 

(1) In the left column, check (y/) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five of those you checked* 
(Let "1* show the agency/group that provided the greatest 

support/help, etc*) 

Check Remk 



a* Advisory committee 

b* ^ Ben Pramklin Partnership 

c. Community 

^» Counselors 

Intermediate Unit 

f* JTPA/PIC 

g* Local administration 

h. Local employers 

i* Local supervisory staff 

j • ] Other teachers 

J^* ; PDE (BVAE) Regional Consultant (s) 

!• Other (specify) : ' ^ - 



12- Have you modified your-Exemplary Program since it was first cited 
as Exemplary? 

a, No 

b. Yes 

(1) If "Yes," please explain the modifications: 
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13* Please estimate the actual cost o5 dissemination for each year, 
including travel, -printing, postage, substitutes* pay, etc. The 
figure you repox^-t should include both Exemplary project funding 
and local funding. 

a. $ 1 1983-84 

b. $ 1984-85 

c. $ 1985-86 

d. $ 1986-87 



14. Here special local funds provided to your program as a result of 
Exemplary recognition? 

a. No 

b. Yes 

(1) If you answered "Yes," 

(a) In the left column, check {y/ ) all that apply; 
Cb) In the right column , write the amount of the 
local funds that were provided • 

Check Amount 

Equipment 

Facility renovations /improvements 
Nonprint materials 
Supplies 

Textbooks/print materials 
Other (specify) : 



$ 
$ 



3 5* What should be the allowable expenditures (for use of State funds) 
in an Exemplary Project? 

(1) In the left column, check (/ ) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five of those you checked. 
(Let "1" represent the most important, etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. Development/revision/printing of curriculum 

materials 

b . Development /printing of promotional brochure (s) 

c . Development /revision of slide /video tape programs 

d. Equipment 

e. Postage 

f. Substitute teacher salary 

g . i Teacher aide salary 

h. ^ Telephone 

i. Travel (to make presentations at workshops/ 

conferences) 

j. Travel (to provide on-site technical assistance 

to replicating schools) 
k. Other (specify) : 
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16, If you have suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of the 
Exemplary Program project, please list them; 



1.7. Are there any comments you would like to add about the Exemplary" 
?iogram effort in Pennsylvania? 



THANK YOU FOR YOU?. HELP I 
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UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH 
Department of Instruction and Learning 



Vocational Education 
Survey of 

EXEMPLARY PROGRAM REPLICATION PROJECTS - 1984 to 1986 



TEACHER SURVEY 



School Name 



Replication Program Teacher 



Name of Person Completing Survey 

Title 



Phone 



Name of Replication Project 

Ye^^rs Funded for Replication: 1984-&5 



1985-86 



Study Ob j ec tives 

To determine the extent to which the Exemplary 
Program Dissemination and Replication vocational 
education projects have resulted in: 



(.1) successful exemplary program/replication 
project implementation ; 

(2) the dissemination of effective vocational 
education practices to 

- local educational agencies (LEAs ) 

- specific vocational programs; 

C3) motivating school officials aiid teachers to 
develop or replicate additional exemplary 
programming . 
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1* Which Exemplary Prograin(s) did you replicate? 

Mentor Program Title School Name 



a* 



The five sections of this item concern "Benefits" associated with 
Replication Project status. For each sectiond , read the list of 
possible benefits, and: 

(1) In the left column, check (V^ all that you feel were affected 
by (benefited from) your Replication Pro j ect status ; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five items you checked to 
show what you feel received the most benefit. (Let "1" sliow 
the greatest benefit, "2" the next greatest, etc.) 

A. Benefits to Students 

« Check Rank 

a. Student interest 

b . Student recruitment 

c. Student motivation 

d. • Student completion 

e. Co-cp placement (if applicable) 

f. Placement (job, pos tsecondary , military) 

g. Job advancement opportunities 

h. Other (specify) t 



B. Benefits to Personnel 

a. Administrative support 

b. Interest /mot ivation of other teachers 

c . Staff morale 

d . Staff support 

e. Support staff inservice 

f. Teacher inservice 

g . Your interest/mot ivation 

h. Other (specify) : 
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(2* Continued) 



Betief its 


to Currictiluni 


Check 


Rank 


a . 


Compe tency**ba8ed curriculum materials 


b. 


Competency-based instruction. 


c « 


Cur r i ciilum administration/ manasemen t 


d. 


Curriculum upgrading to industry standards 


e* 


Individualized instruction for student career goals 


f . 


Individualized instruction for students with 




special needs 


g. 


Integrated safety instruction 


h. 


Integrated vocational student organization 


i. 


. Performance evaluation 


j. 


Program p>ilosophy/goals 


k. 


Other (specify) : 



D. Benefits to Program 



a. 


Facility management /adaptation 


b, 


Local industry support 


c. 


New equipment purchases 


d. 


Occupational (craft) advisory committee involvement 


e. 


Program print and nonpx'int resources 


f • 


Program publicity 


g* 


Program recognition 


h. 


Public reaction/support 


i. 


School (general) advisory committee support 


j- * 


Supplies 




Other (specify) : 



E* Benefits to School 



a. Articulation with other educational agencies 

b. Board recognition 

c. Community relationships 

d . Local press 

e. National recognition 

f . Statewide recognition 

g. Other (specify): 



ERIC 



348 



Replication Teacher - page 4 



303 



About how many inquiries have you, personally, had each' year 
from other schools/programs interested in tho Replication 
process? (Write the numbers.) 

Type of Inquiry 
Personal Phone Mail 



a* Pennsylvania 



Out-of-state 



1984- 85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 

1984- 85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 



Please check (v^) the types of materials/assistance that you 
(a) requested, (b) received, or (c) needed but did not receive 
from your mentor Exemplary Program. 



Needed, Did 
Requested Received Not Receive 



a. 
b. 
c • 
d. 
e. 
f . 

h. 
1. 

j. 
k. 

1. 
m« 
n« 



Course goals 
Curriculum guide 
Descriptive brochure 
Equipment list 

On-site technical assistance 
Performance objectives 
Planned vocational course 
Task list 

Telephone consultation 
Total curriculum 
Video tape/ si ides 
Other (specify) : 



How many formal presentations have you made on your Replication Project? 

1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 

a. To local teacher groups 

b. At ,local professional meetings 

(associations) 

c. At regional/state meetings 

(associations) 

d. At PVEC (Pennsylvania Vocational 

Education Conference) 

e. To community groups 

f . To local employers 

g. Other (specify): i 
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6. Did you experience problems/constraints in your replici^tion activities? 

a. No problems/constraints 

b. Yes 

(1) If you answered **Yes/* read the following list, and 

(a) In the left column, check all that apply; 

(b) In the right column, rank the top five , (Let "l" 

show the greatest problem/constraint, **2** the next, etc.) 

Check Rank 



a* 


Administrative support 


b. 


Difficulty in getting substitute teachers 


c . 


Disruptive to class /school 


d^ 


Funding 


e« 


Not worth the .extra work 


f. 


Resources too limited 


»• 


State technical assistance 


h. 


Teacher * s time too limited 


i. 


Other (specify) : 



7. Please describe what you feel is the MOST effective dissemination 
procedure (for Exemplary Programs) ; 



\ 



8. Please describe what you feel Is the LEAST effective dissemination 
procedure (for Exemplary Programs) : 
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9. How did you find out about the Replication Project program? 

(1) In the left column, check (^) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five (of the total list) in 
the order of importance to your decision to pursue Replication 
status. (Let "1" be "most important," etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. ^ Correspondence from PDE's Bureau of Vocational 

and Adult Education (BVAE) 

b. • DirecV contact from PDE BVAE staff 

c. Direct contact from BVAE Regional Consultant 

d. Information mailed to you by an Exemplary 

Program teacher 

e. Local professional meetings (associations) 

f . Occupational (craft) advisory committee 

g. Other teacher(s) in your school 

h. "Pennsylvania Bulletin" 

i. Personal desire to improve program 

j. Personal inquiry to PDE/BVAE 

k. . rVEC presentations/displays 

1. Regional/state professional meetings (associations) 

m^ " ' School administrator 

n . School supervisory staff 

o. Visit to an Exemplary Program 

p. Visit from an Exemplary Program teacher 

q. Other (specify): 



10. Please rate, by rank order, 'the most significant factors that 
make the program you are replicating "exemplary." (Use "1" to 
show the item of greatest significance, etc.) 



a. Administrative support 

b. Advisory committee 

c# Competency--based vocational education 

d. Curriculum 

e. Local community involvement 

f. Resources 

g. Student placement 

h. Teacher. 

i. Other (specify and include ia rank order): 
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11. What local groups/individuals provided support as you plajined/ 
implemented your Replication Project? 

(1) In the left column, check (✓) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank those you checked, with "1" 
being the greatest support/help. 

Check Rank 



a. 


Advisory committee 


b. _ 


^ ' Ben Franklin Partnership 


c. 


Community - 


d. _ 


Counselors 


e. 


Intermediate unit 


f . 


_ JTPA/PIC 


g* _ 


Local administration 


h. 


Local employers 


i. 


Local supervisory staff 


j- _ 


Mentor Exemplary Program teacher 


k. 


Other teachers 


1. _ 


_ PDE (BVAE) Regional Consultant (s) 


m. 


Other (specify) : 



12. How much of the Exemplary Program you replicated did you 
actually adopt /implement ? 

a. 100% - fully, with no changes 

b. 100% - with minor adaptations to accommodate local 

students/ industry/ classroom environment 

c. Less than 100%, but more than 75% 

d. About 50% to 75% 

e» Less than 50% - chose only some units of instruction, etc* 

. (1) If you answered "f." or "b" (100%), to what degree 
do you feel that, as a Replication site, you are 
, now able to; meet the criteria of an Exemplary 
Program? 

(a) 100% 

(b) 75% to 99% 

(c) 50% to 74% 

(d) Less thsn 50% 

OR (2) If your answer vas anything less than 100%, do you 
anticipate doing further development/modification 
in your program to fully implement the Exemplary 
Program you replicated? 

(a) Yes 

(b) No 
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13* This item seeks information about RESOURCE materials/information 
you received from State personnel to assist in the development/ 
itmplexaentation of your Replication Proj ect • 

O.) In the left column, check ) all that were provided to 

you by State personnel; 
(2) In the right column, ran^^ the items you checked i;i the 

order of their usefulness to you in development and /or 

implementation • 

Check Rank 

Information about replicating an Exemplary Prograioi^ 
Descriptive literature about Exemplary Programs 
Descriptive literature about the Exemplary 
Program you replicated 
Replication Project guidelines 
Plant:«6'd vocational course guidelin«.s 
Exemplary Program Criteria guidlines 
Competency-based vocational education (CBVE) 
guidelines 

Other (specify) : 



a. 
b. 
c • 

d, 
e« 
f • 
8* 

h. 



14* This item seeks information about assistance provided to you by 
STATE PERSONNEL in developing/ implementing your Replication 
Project* 

(1) In the left column, check {>/ ) all that were provided to 
you by State personnel; 

(2) In the right column, rank the items you checked in the 
order of their usefulness to you*in development and/or 
impleme?itation« 

Check Fanh 



a, Consultation visit by State Program Specialist 

b* Consultation visit by BVAE Field Consultant 

c • As6is tance in contacting Exemplary Program 

personnel (Mentor program) 

d* Assistance in proposal writing 

e* Site visitation during proposal development 

f* Site visitation during project initiation 

g» Site visitation during project implementation 

h* Suggestions for mentor Exemplary Program 

modifications (for adaptation to meet your needs) 
I i. Other (specify): 
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15, Were special local funds provided to your program as a result of 
Replication status? 

a. No 

b. Yes 

(1) If you answered "Yes," y 

(a) In the left column, check ( V^) all that apply; 

(b) In the right column, write the amount of the 
local funds that were provided . 

Check Amount 



a. . $ Equipment 

b ^ $ Facility renovat ions / improvements 

c* % Nonprint materials' 

d. % Supplies 

e. $ Textbooks/print materials 

f- Other (specify): 

$ 

$ 

$ 



16. What should be the allowable expenditures (for use of State funds) 
in a Replication Project? 

(1) In the left column, check (v^) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five of those you checked. 
(Let "1" represent the most important, etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. Adaptation/revision/ printing of curriculum 

materials 

b. Adaptation/revision/printing of promotional 

materials 

c. Development/revision of audiovisual materials 

d . Equipment 

e. Postage 

f. Substitute teacher salary 

g . Teacher aide salary 

h. Telephone 

i. Travel (to make presentations at workshops/ 

conferences) 

j* Travel (to receive on-site technical assistance 

from replicated Exemplary Program) 
k. Other (specify): 
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17, If you have suggestions for increasing the effectivenss of the 
Exemplary Program/Replication Project, please list them: 



18. Are there any comments you would like to add about the Exemplary 
Program/Replication Project effort in Pennsylvania? 



THANK YOU FOR,.YOyR HELP I 
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UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH 
Department of Instruction and Learning 

Vocational Education 

Survey of 
EXEMPLARY PROGRAMS - 1983 to 1986 
and 

REPLICATION PROJECTS - 1984-85 and 1985-86 
ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 



School Name 



Superintendent/Vocational Director 
Name of Person Completing Survey _ 

Title _ 
Phone 



Title (s) of Exemplary Program (s) : 



Title(s) of Replication Project (s) : 



Study Objective's 

To determi*;e the extent to which the Exemplary/ 
Program Disseminr-^ion and Replication vocational 
education projects have resulted in: 

(1) successful exemplary program/replication 
project implementation ; 

(2) the dissemination of effective vocational 
education practices to 

- local educational agencies (LEAs) 
-> specific vocational programs; 

(3) motivating school officials and teachers to 
develop or replicate additional exemplary 
programming. 
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1. The four sections of this item concern "Benefits" associated with 
Exemplary or Replication status. For each section » read the Ixst 
of possible benefits, and: ^ g^^^^^A 

(1) In the left column, check ( all that you feel were affected 
by (benefited from) Exemplary or Replication status of the 
program (s) in your school; ^ 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five it ems you checked to 
show, what you feel received the most benefit. (Let 1 show 
the greatest benefit, "2« the next greatest, etc.) 

A. Benefits to" Students 
Check " Remk 

a. ■ Student interest 

b. Student recruitment 

c. Student motivation 

d. _ Student completion 

e. ■ Co^op placement (if applicable) 

f. Placement (job, postsecondary, military) 

g* Job advancement opportunities 

h*. Other (specify) : \ ' .__ 
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B. Bfa:Aef its to Personnel 

a. Interest/motivation of teacher (s) of Exemplary/ 

Replication program (s) 

Interest/motivation of teachers of other programs 

c! ^ Your interest/motivation 

— Support you give/gave to teachers of Exemplary/ 

Replication program (s) 

e. Staff morale . u / \ 
' Staff support to Exemplary/Replication teacher isj 

g[ ""^ — ■ Support staff inservice 

h! Teacher inservice 

Other (specify) : ^ . - 

C. B enefits to Program 

Facility management/adaptation 

b! Local industry support . , ^ 

c Occupational (craft) advisory committee involvement 

— On-site Compliance Review by PDE (if this has 

occurred since Exemplary /Replication status) 

e. Program pxiblicity 

^ Public reaction/support 

g* Resource identification 

h. Resource mamagement ^ 

— School (general) advisory committee involvement 

j* ' School publicity 

New equipment purchases 

1. Supplies 

iQ» Other (specify) x 
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(!• Continued) 

D. Benefits to School 
Check Rank 

Articulation with other educational agencies 
Board recognition 
Community relationships 
Locstl press 
National recognition 
Statewide recognition 

Other (specify)": . 



2. How many inquiries have been made to you, personally, from others 
who are interested in replicating your Exemplary Program (s) or 
applying for Exemplary status or applying for funds to replicate 
some other Exemplary Program? 

Type of Inquiry 
Personal ' Phone Mail 

a. Pennsylvemia 1983-84 ' 

1984- 85 "^"^ 

1985- 86 ; ^ 

1986- 87 . 



Out-of-state 1983-84 

1984- 85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 



3. How many formal presentations have you made on your school's 
Exemplary /Replication program (s)? 

1983-84 19 84-85 1985-86 1986-87 

a» To local teacher groups 
b. At local professional 

meetings (associations ) 
c« At regional/state meetings 

(associationf>) 

d. At conferences/workshops 

e. To community groups 

f. To local employers 

g. To Board/advisory 

conmiittees 

h. Other (specify) : 
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4. How did you find out about the State's Exemplary Program/ 
Replication project? y 

(1) In the left column^ check all that apply; 

(2) In the right colxamn, rank the top five (of the total list) in 
. the order of importance to your decision to pursue Exemplary 

and/or Replication status. (Let "1" be "most important/' etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. Annual Funding Guidelines (PDE) 

b. ^ Correspondence from PDE Bureau of Vocational and 

Adult Education (BVAE) 

c. Direct contact from PDE/F7AE ste^^f 

d. Direct contact from BVAE Regional Consultemt 

e. Individual conversations with other administrators 

f . Intermediate Unit personnel 

g. Information mailed by an Exemplary program teacher 

h. Local professional meetings (associations) 

i. Occupational (craft) advisory committee (s) 

j. ••Pennsylvania Bulletin^^ 

k. ^ Personal inquiry to PDE/BVAE 

1. PVEC presentations/displays 

m. Regional/state professional meetings (associations) 

n. School (general) advisory committee 

o. School supervisory/administrative staff 

p. Teacher who wanted to apply 

Teacher (s) in yotir school , other them those who 

applied 

r. Visit to Exemplary program (s) 

s. Visit from Exemplary program teacher (s) 

t. _ Other (specify) : 



5. Were special local funds prbvided to your Exemplary/Replication 
program(s) as a result of their status? 

a. No 

b. Yes 

(1) If you emswered "Yes,'* . 

(a) In the left colxamn, check all that apply; 

(b) In the right colxamn^ write the amount of the local 
funds that were provided. 



Check Amount 

Equipment 

Facility renovations/improvements 
Nonprint materials 
Supplies 

Textbooks/print materials 
Other (specify) : 



a. 


$ 


b. 


$ 


c. 


$ 


d. 


$ '■■ 


e. 


$ 


f. ; 






$ 




$ ■ ■ 




$ ■ 
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6. Please estimate the actual costs of dissemination of your Exemplary 
program (s) each year, including travel , printing, postage, 
substitutes' pay, etc. The figure you report should include both 
the Exemplary projev^,t funding' and local funding. 

a. $ 1983-84 

b. $ ' • 1984-85 

c. $ 1985-86 

d. $ ' 1986-87 



7. Are you aware of any problems/constraints in the Exemplary Program 
dissemination activities? 

a. No problems/constraints 

b. Yes 

(1) If you answered "Yes," read the following list, and 

(a) In the left column, check (l/) all that apply; 

(b) In the right column, rank the top five . (Let "1" 
show the greatest problem/constraint, "2" the next 
greatest, etc. ) 

Check ■ Rank 



a. Local staff support 

b. [ Difficulty in getting substitute teachers 

c. Disruptive to class/school 

d . ^ Funding 

e. ] Not worth the extra work 

f. Resources too limited 

g. ' State technical assistance 

h. " ■ Teacher's time too limited 

i. • Other (specify): 



8. Please rate, by rank order, the following factors in terms of their 
importance to making your school's program(s) "Exemplary." (Use 
"1" to show the item of greatest importance, etc.) 



a. Administrative support 

b. ; Advisory committee ■ 

c. ' Competency-based vocational education 

d. [ Curriculum 

e. Local community involvement 

f . Resources 

g. Student placement 

h. Teacher 

i. 2 Other (specify and include in rank order) 
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9. If you have suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of the 
Exemplary Program project, please list them: 



10. Are there any comments you would like to add about the Exen^plary 
Program effort in Pennsylvania? 



Q THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP I 
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UNIVERSITY OP PITTSBURGH 
Department of Instruction and Learning 

Vocational Education 

Survey of 
EXEMPLARY PROGRAMS - 1983 to 1986 
and 

REPLICATION PROJECTS - 1984-85 and 1985-86 
ADMINISTRATOR SURl^EY 

School Neune 



Superintendent/Vocational Director 
Name of Person Completing Survey 

Title _ 
Phone 



Title (s) of Exemplary Program (s) : 



Title(s) of Replication Project(s): 



S tudy Objectives 

To determine the extent to which the Exemplary/ 
Program Dissemination and Replication vocational 
education projects have resulted in: 

(1) successful exemplary program/replication 
project implementation ; 

(2) the dissemination of effective vocational 
education practices to 

- local educational agencies (LEAs) 
• specific vocational programs; 

(3) motivating school officials and teachers to 
develop or replicate additional exemplary 
programming. 
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The four sections of this item concern "Benefits" associated with 
Exemplary or Replication status. For each section ^ read the list 
of possible benefits / and; ^ 

(1) In the left column, check ( ) all that you feel were affectei 
by (benefited from) Exemplary or Replication status of the 
program (s) in your school;' ^ , ^ ^ 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five xt ems you checked to 
show, what you feel received the most benefit. (Let "1' show 
the greatest benefit, ••2" the next greatest, etc.) 

A. Benefits to' Students 



Check Rank 

a. ' Student interest 

b. , _ Student recruitment 

c. " Student motivati'^n 

d. ^ Student completion 

e. Co-op placement (if applicable) 

f. Placement (job, postsecondary, military) 

g. _ Job advancement opportunities 

h. J2 Other (specify) : ' 

B. benefits to Personnel. 

a. Interest/motivation of teacher (s) of Exemplary/ 

Replication program (s) 

b. Interest/motivation of teachers of other programs 

c. Your interest/motivation 

Support you give/gave to teachers of Exemplary/ 

Replication program (s) 

e. Staff morale 

f. Staff support to Exemplary/Replication teacher (s) 

g. ""^ • Support staff inservice 

h. Teacher inservice 

i. Other (specify) : . 



C. B enefits to Program 



a. Facility management/adaptation 

b. Local industry support 

Occupational (craft) advisory committee involvement 

— On-site Compliance Review by PDE (if this has 

occui^-red since Exemplary/Replication status) 

e. Program publicity 

f. ^ Public reaction/support 

g. * Resource identification ' . 

h. ' Resource management 

School (general) advisory committee involvement 

' School publicity 

k. _ New equipment purchases 

1. J Supplies 

m. Other (specify) ; . 
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(!• Continued) 

D. Be nefits to School 
Check Rank 



a. Articulation with other educational agencies 

b. Board recognition 

c. Community relationships 

d. Local press 

e. National recognition 

f . Statewide recognition 

g. _ Other (specify) : 



2. Bow many inquiries have been made to you, personally, from others 
who are interested in replicating , your Exemplary Progr2un(s) or 
applying for Exemplary status or applying for funds to replica e 
some other Exemplary Program? 

Type of Inquiry 
" Personal ' Phone Mail 

a. Pennsylvania 1983-84 ' 

1984-85 Z 



1985- 86 

1986- 87 

b. Out-of-state 1983-84 

1984- 85 

1985- 86 

1986- 87 



3. How many formal presentations have you made on your school's 
Exemplary/Replication program ( s ) ? 



1983-84 • 1994-85 1985-86 3 986-87 



a. To local teacher groups 

b. At local professional 

meetings (associations) 

c. At regional/state meetings 

(associations) 

d. At conferences/workshops 

e. To community groups 

f. To local employers 

g. To Board/advisory 

committees 

h. Other (specify) : 
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How did you find out about the State's Exemplary Program/ 
Replication project? y 

(1) In the left column, check (»^) all that apply; 

(2) In the right column, rank the top five (of the total list) in 
. the order of importance to your decision to pursue Exemplary 

and/or Replication status. (Let "1" be **most important," etc.) 

Check Rank 



a. Annual Funding Guidelines (PDE) 

b. ^ Correspondence from PDE Eareau of Vocational an;d 

Adult Education (BVAE) 

c. Direi?t contact from PDE/BVAE sto.ff 

d. Direct contact from BVAE Regional Consultant 

e. Individual conversations with other administrators 

f . Intermediate Unit personnel 

g. * Information mailed by an Exemplary program teacher 

h. Local professional meetings (associations) 

i. Occupational (craft) advisory committee (s) 

j. \ ••Pennsylvania Bulletin** 

k. Personal inquii./ to PDE/BVAE 

1. [ PVEC presentations/displays 

m. Regional /state professional meetings (associations) 

n. School (general), advisory committee 

o. School supervisory /administrative staff 

p. Teacher who war ted to apply 

q. Teacher (s) in your school, other than those who 

applied 

r. Visit to Exemplary program (s) 

s. Visit from Exemplary program teacher (s) 

t. Other (specify) : 



Were special local funds provided to your Exemplary/Replication 
program.(s) as a result, of their status? 

a. No 

b. Yes 

(1) If you answered ••Yes,** . 

(a) In the left column, check ( *^ ) alx that apply; 

(b) In the right column, write the amount of the local 
funds that were provided. 



Check Amount 



a. 


$ 


Equipment 


L. ~ 


$ 


Facility renovations/improvements 


c. 


$ 


Nonprint materials 




$ 


Supplies 


e. 


$ 


Textbooks/print materials 


f. ~ 


$ 

$ ■ ■ 

$ ■ 


Other (specify) : 
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If you have suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of the 
Exemplary Program project, please list them: 



Are there any comments you would like to add about the Exemplary 
Program effort in Pennsylvania? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP I 
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University of Pittsburgh 

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Department of Instruction and Learning 



TO: Exemplary/Replication Survey Respondents 

FROM: Drs. Ona Kay Kinter & Cheryl W. Steczak, Project Coordinators 

DATE: July 17, 1987 

We want to take this opportunity to thank you for participating 
in the survey of Exemplary/Replication Program Project Study conducted 
by the University of Pittsburgh, Vocational Education Program for the 
Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education of Pennsylvania Department of 
Education. 

Your cooperation has made a positive contribution toward th'j 
continuing review of quality Exemplary/Replication Programs throughout 
Pennsylvania. 



PITTSRURGH, PA 15260 
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APPENDIX F 



University of Pittsburgh 



for 



Pennsylvania Dapartraent of Education 
Bureau of Vocational and Adult Education 



ivdministrator /Teacher Interview Guide 



NAME 



DATE 



School 



Interviewer 



Title of Exemplary/Replication Program 
Positioh 



1. Briefly describe the characteristics of your prog-^am that make it an 
exemplary/replication program. 



2. What do you think motivates an administrator/ teacher to develop an 
exemplary/replication program? 



3, What ate the benefits of exemplary/replication status to: 
a. curriculum dissemination effort? 



bf the local education agency? 
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c. the vocational education program? 

d. enrollment? 
e« the student? 

f. the teacher? 

g. local employers? 

h. the dropout rate? 

4. How has your exemplary /rep/ ■'.on program encourag'id? 

a. staff development? 

b. job placement? 

c. community support (including fiscal)? 

d. additional exemplar- • program identification or replication? 
(List name and addx.ss of program replicating yours.) 

e. other administrators/teachers to observe the effectiveness of 
vocational education programming? 
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Administrator /Teacher Interview Guide 

f . improvement of vocational education programming? 



324 
Page 3 



5. How many visits have you made to other schools each year to tell about 
your Exemplary/Replication program? And how many visits were made each 
year to your program? 



6, How might the Exemplary Frogram Project be Improved? 



?• Is funding adequate for: 

a* exemplar: )rogram activity dissemination? 

b. implementation of the replication programs? 



8. What do you feel are the strengths of the Exemplary Vocational Program 
Project? 
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9. What do you feel are the weaknesses of the Exemplary Vocational Program 
Project? 



10. Po you have any other comments you think would be helpful to betr.er 
Implement the Exemplary Vocational Program Project? 



Replication only 

U. Have you already/ or have you considered applying for exemplary status? 
If so why/ why nut? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP 



AFHonnx G 
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APPENDIX G-1.1 



EXEMEIA Rg H OGRfiM 
CASE SIDEV #1 



Program Name: 



Agria.ilture Production 



Exeinplary: 



1987 ($2,500) 



School: 



Solanoo Hi^ School 



Admi nistxator : 



Carl R. Beck 



Teacher: 



Dr. Arba Henry 



Mr. Beck, the Assistant Si?)erinten:jent of Solaixo School District, 
ranked the curriculm, teacher, and administrative si^port as the factors 
of greatest inportanoe to making the Agriculture Production Program truly 
"Esffiraplary." Ihe head teacher (of three in the Agriculture Education 
Jepartment) , Dr. Arba Henri^. stated that the curriculm and 
administrative siqpport helped to make his program "Exernplary." Dr. Henry 
first learned about the Exenplary Program Project through the 
Pamsvlvania Bulletin . He then contacted Dr. Elizabetii Logan, District 
Siparintendent, and Mr. Beck. Mr. Beck read the "Annual Rmding 
Guidelines" and ^Kxxiraged Dr. Henry to sutaodt hxs program. Mr. Beck 
stated that he wanted recognition for a "top notch" program. 

Exeirplary Program status has increased student interest, student 
recruitment, ^aid staff/administrative support. Both the administrator 
and teacher agreed that Exemplary status has made a good curriculum 
better by i:pgrading Agriculture r»:oduction to the industry's s^-aiKlards. 
Exemplary status ha-^ alro increased oanmunity si^aport and local press 
reoogration. To date (May, 1987) , no local funding had been provided 
becaxase of prograia stsi'cu^. 

Because the E)fiemplary Program- dissemination award was not made imtil 
February 1987, disseminaticai activities have been limited to one personal 
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visit and two phca>e inquiries. Hcwever, three total curriculims have 
been mailed to other vocational schools and a video-tape presentation of 
the program is being created. To date (May 1987) , the most effective 
method of dissemination for this newly "Emrplary" Program was by mail. 

The Agriculture Production Program has not been modified since it 
was first given Exeafrplary status during Fall 1986. Both the teacher and 
the ad m i n istrator said they totally sijjport and encourage the Emtplary 
Program Project effort. 



374 



329 



APPENDIX G-1.2 



EXEMPEAEOr HOGRM 
CASE SIXSDI #2 



Pj:ogram Narae: 



AssessPient and RemBdiation for Mednstreaitiing 



Exenplary: 



lSa6-87 ($2,500) 



School: 



Altxxma VocatdOTal-'Itechnical School 



Administrator: 



William JtoonB 



Teacher: 



Norman Nagl 



Both adnunista-ator and teacher agreed that administrative sijport, 
teacher, and curriculvmi are the factors that maide this program 
"Exemplary." Both found out about the Exemplary Program Project at a 
Pennsylvania Vocational Education Conferenoe (P7EC) . 

Exenplary* Prograiri status has reduced the number of student dropouts 
and increased Cooperative Bducaticxi enrollment and job placements. It has 
inprcrved si^port from the local ccratunity, craft canmittee, and industry. 
Curriculvmi is now individualized for students with special needs. 

IXaring 1986-87, 12 personal visits and four mail inquiries were made 
to the S)cenplary Program. Seventy-five curriculims and brochures about 
the program were disseminated. Ihe teacher made nine presentations to 
PVEC, CEC, PA\7ESNP, and local groips. Ihe administrator made 19 
presentations. Local staff and the Intenciediate Unit have helped in 
dissemination, fihe most effective method of dissemiiiaticxi has been the 
videotape presentation and the least effective has been phone inquiries. 
^Tie Exenplary Program has not been mcdified since cited as Exeirplaiv. No 
additional local funding has been provided to the program. 

Both the teacher and administrator agreed that State funding should 
be allowed for equiproent and for a teacher aide and substitute tef*.cher 
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salaries. 

No problans were incurred in developing the Exemplary Program or in 
dissednation e iorts. 

Both the teaciier and administrator believed that the Exemplajiy 
Program Project effort should ocxitinue in Pennsylvania. Both encourage 
BVaE to name a new State C3oordinator and provide additional inservioe to 
Exenplary Program staff. 
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APPENDIX G-K3 



C3^ srcji #3 



Program Name: 



Baking 



E^jHiplaiy: 



1984-85 ($2,500), 1985-86 ($4,500), 1986-87 ($5,500) 



School: 



Alvin A. Swensoi Skills Center 



Administxator: 



Dr. Ruth K. Horwitz 



Teacher: 



David Wiley 



Stuart Ksqplan, Food Production, Service and Management teacher, was 
ijnable to be present for the on-site visitation apd interview. Mr. David 
Wiley, instructor for the Baldjig Program at Swenscai Skills Center, was 
interviewed as a substitute for Mr. Rs^lan, (v*iose program had been 
* salected by the stucty team as a Mentor Exettplary Program to be visited) . 

Mr. Wiley and Dr. Horwitz agreed that the occpetency-based 
curriculxm ranks first in making the Baking Program at Swenson truly 
"Exemplary." Mr. Wiley ranks "the teacher" as being second and the 
administrator ranks "the teacher*' ocnponent as third in helping to make 
the program Exeitplary. ixwever, both agreed that thcj occi:?)ational 
advisory (craft) ccramittee ranks fourth and fifth, respectively, in 
helping this program excel. 

Ihe Baking Program has been modified since it was first cited as 
Exenplary with the additicxi of new oocpetency-based objectives and 
curricuivmi changes. Ohe admiristrator encouraged the teacher to strive 
tcwards Exenplary status. 

Mr. Wiley received six personal, four phone, and four mail ing»;iries 
about the program. Dr. Hbrwitz received over two dozen similar requests. 
Seven curriculums have been disseminated, The teacher has made four 
formal presentatiais and the administrator approxiinately 15 about the 
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e}ceaoplary program at Swenson. Problems that have arisen from 
disspmi nation activities were: difficulty in getting substitute 
teachers, drain on teacher's tiiae, too little staff sqp|x.>rt, and too 
disn:qptive to class. Dissemination costs surpassed Exesrplary grants. 

Ihe students benefit the most fitxm the Exaqplary program status at 
Swenson. Riblic relations, job placement, and student enrollment have 
been increased. 

The administrator and the teacher made the following suggestions for 
iwproving the effectiveness of the Exenplary Program Project: 
Allow eguipnent to be purchased. 

Coordinate State and Regicaial Exenoplary Program sharing 
sessions. 

Publish an illxostrated booklet on Exenplary/R^lication 

teadiers and programs. 

Remove rigid budget line-items. 
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APPENDIX G-1.4 



EXEMPIA BY HM XRMI 
CASE SIDDZ #4 



Program Name: 



Clinical Laboratory Assistant 



Emiplary: 



1983-84 ($2,500), 1984'-85 ($4,500), 1985-86 ($5,500) 



Sdx)ol: 



Swenson Skills Center 



Administrator; 



Dr. Rith Horwitz 



Teaciier: 



Dr. Gertnde Emm 



On her questionnsdre. Dr. Brown ranked the teacher, the curriculum, 
and administrative si^sport as the most inportant in making this program 
"Exenplary." HhB administator ranked the curriculum, administrative 
siqpport^ and the teacher as the iitportant factors. The administrator 
helped the teacher received Exenoplary status and the program area 
Supervisor, Dr. Jon Hunt, has also been si^porcive. Ihe Clinical 
Laboratory Assistant Program has not been modified sinoe it vas first 
cited. Ihe program encourages loen, as well as woraen, to entar a career 
in this field and to "go beyond" in their career aspiratic»is and 
education. Job plaoeKient ^las been 80-100% each year since Execplary 
status was awarded. 

Other benefits associated with Ejcertplary status have been an 
increase in student enrollment, staff morale, craft advisory cortmittee 
support, and Board interest. 

The teacher r^rtef having received six personal, six phone, and 
ei^t mcui inquiries about the program. Six curriculims and over 100 
brochures have been disseanainated. Ihe administator and the teacher 
believe the PVBC "Kaleidoscope" is the rsouc effective dissemination 
procedures. (Nbte: Dr. Brcwn gave a very effective permission 
presentaticai on ttie Exatplary Program Project, as well as her own 
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Exarplary Program, at a iMversity of Pittsburgh technical i^xiating 
workshop for Medical Lab Assistant teachers at A,W. Beatt5.e AVTS in 
Octo^ber 1986) . 

Dr. Ero*>Ti has made approximately 60 formal presentations about this 
Emiplciry Program to teacher, ccnnunity, and local esployer group. She 
has been visited by ei^ teacher/administrator groi^ and has madid 12 
visits to other programs. Dr. Brcwn has had no dissemination problems. 
Nb local ftnding has been prosdded, but both the administrator and 
teacher agreed that dissemination costs far exoeed the allotted budget. 
Both agreed that more funding should be placed in dissemination grants 
for the develqproent of video ta4>les/slides presentations, printings and 
travel. But both the administrator arid the teacher share a very real 
sense of pride for their Exenplary Program. 
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APPENDIX G-1,5 



EXEMFIARSr I«DGBAM 
C2VSE SIDDV #5 



Program Name: 



Diversified Ooci^tions 



Exenplari^: 



1984-85 ($2,500), 1985-86 ($2,500), 1986-87 
($2,500) 



School: 



Governor Mifflin Hi^ School 



iidndnistarator: 



Oiris B. Shark 



Ted.cher: 



Joanne Dietz 



Bie teaciier and administrator of this E>ceiiplary Program state that 
the hard woric and raotual si^^xDrt of a mmtoer of teachers and 
acuidnistTcitors make the program at Governor Mifflin an "Exemplary" one. 
Initially, the teaciier was contacted by BTftE and told about the Exenplary 
Program Project. 

Ekenplary Program status has increased enrollnent in Diversified 
OociqpatiOTS. It has inprbved a iiLnistr^tive, craft aOTidtizee, canrtwnity, 
and other teacher intersst/si^pport. Exertplary status brou^t the program 
\jp to industry's standards and provided $1,500 in local funding. 

Even with the additicxi of local funding, dissemination costs far 
exceeded the $2,500 yearly grant. J^roximat^y 25 teacher grocps 
visited the Pernor Mifflin Program eadti ftihding year. Ihe teacher 
an^or the administrator made an average of six visits to other schools 
and 15 formal presentations each funding year. Approxmttely 40 
curriculimts and 2,000 descriptive brochures have been dit:v3ed;lnated. 
Estimated cost, of dissemilration per year is $5,000. State- level BVAE 
helped in the dissemination effort. 

The Diversified Oocupaticais Program has been modified since it was 
first cited as Exemplary. Several new courses have been added to the 
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cairriculxim* 

To iiKxcease the effectiveness of the Exeaplary Progrctm Project, the 

administrator and teacher made the following suggestic^: 

Provide reaDDuneraticn for ststf f in the budget for the 
''extra'' time needed to develop, print and mail, and 
otherwise disseminate materials. 

- Provide a salary for a part-time secretary, substitute 
teacher or edde. 

- Gron^ the visitaticxis by other schools that want to 
observe and disaiss the Program int-o specially designated 
visitation days. 

Provide a list of schools that have replicated the 
Governor Mifflin Exesiplary Program. 

- Allow "us" to visit the replications to edd them in the 
Replication process. 

- Allcw "las" to work with ti^e progr a ms that were "turned 
dcwn" for r^lication to enoouraga them to reapply. 
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APPENDIX 



EXEMPIARY HROGRaM 
CASE SIDEV #6 



Program Name: 



Exescplary Vocational Business ECucation 
Programs in Aocounting, Secretarial, and 
General Office 



E^iBDoplary: 



1984-85 ($5,000), 1985-&U ($4,000) 



School: 



BEOxisburg^-Steelton-Hi^ispire Hi^ School 



Administrator: 



John Murray 



Teacher: 



Jud/ Murray 



Both administrator and teacher agreed that the ccnpetency-based 
vocaticml curriculum, the teachers, and cxiimmity/ddministrative si^sport 
are the factors that have made this Business Education curriculum truly 
"Exemplary." Both found out about the E>«mplary Program Project throu^ 
BWaE State Staff. 

Exemplary Program status has increased the number of student 
Cooperative Education and job placements. It has inproved 
administrative , craft committee, cxanmunity , and other teaci^ 
interest/st^jport. Exeanoplary status inproved the Business Education 
curriculum and made new equipoient purcteses possible. (Of interest was 
the observa.tion that Exemplary Program status has been a source of focus 
and pride within the canraunity and school as the record of the football 
team declined in a community that had always had football to "look vp 
to.") 

During the period 1985-87, 20 personal visits and 18 mail/phone 
inquiries were made fron individuals interested in this Exeanoplary 
Program. Sixty total curriculums were mailed along with 1,000 
descriptive brochures to interested teachers. The videotape was shown 20 
times to PVEC, ccranunity groups, school board, and eirployer graaps. Mrs. 
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Murray has made ei^t visits to other programs to disseminate materials, 
local adnunigtratiai and FDE consultants aided in the dissemination of 
Exeapplary Program materials, Ihe teacdier stated that the most effective 
method of dissemination was a personal visit to the program and the least 
effective was brochure mailings. 

HhB Exacplary Business Education Program has been modified since it 
was first cited as Exeaooplary; several new courses have been added to the 
curriculum. 

As a direct result of Emiplary recognition, $1,300 of local funding 
was provided to the program. Ttie estimated cost of disseminaticxi for the 
first year of operation was $7,000 and e^roximately $5,000 for the 
secc«d year. Both teacher and administrator stated that additicxial State 
ftmcls should be available for travel, substitute teacher salaries, 
development of curriculum materials, and for development of 
slide/videoteqpe programs. Both teacher and administrator agreed that 
more mc»iey is needed in the third and fourth years for dissemination and 
i;?)dating of curriculum, and both agreed that a new State coordinator 
needs to be named soon to coordinate Exeitplary Program Project 
activities. 

To increase the effectiveness of the Emtplary Program Project, the 

administrator and teacher made the following suggestions: 

Fill the new vacant positicai of BVAE Exenoplary Program 
C3oordinator. 

Increase the funding scale during the latter years. 
Allcw for the purdiase of equipment arid supplies. 
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APPENDIX G-K7 



EXEMEEARy HPGRBM 
C2^ STDEV #7 



PcxDgram Name: 



Industrial Arts (Metals Manufacturing) 



Exanplary: 



1985-86 ($3,500) 



ScdKX>l: 



Peabod/ Hi^ School, School District of 
Pittsburg 



Administrator; 



Al Ulrich 



Teacher: 



Lawrence Kamenid^ 



Both administrator and teacher agreed that the teacher, 
ad m inistrative support, and oorapetency-based voca^d.cxial curriculimi mate 
the metals manufacturing program "Exeaplary." Ihe teacher was infltaenoed 
to pursue Exieoplary status by administrators in the school. 

ExfiDplary Program status broii^t pride and recognition to Industrial 
Arts and Vocational Education in the school district. More students 
entered and occpleted the program than ever before. Teadiers and 
administrators were recognized for their efforts, new equipment was 
purchased, and the coraraonity and the craft ooKcdttee gave additional 
support. 

Thirteen visits have been made tc» the program. Four people 
contacted the school by phone and five by mail. "Several hundred" 
descriptive brochures have been distributed and 13 curriculum guides have 
been m ailed to other teachers. Teachers, students, and administrative 
staff helped with disseminaticai of materials. Ihe most effective method 
of disseminaticai has been that of personal visits to the program. 

Ihe curriculum continues to be modified to iiiprove its quality each 
year. New conponents (e.g., print reading ancX remedial math) are added 
each semester. 
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Die estimated oost of dissemination per year is $2,000, Both the 
teacher and the administrator believed that more State funding should be 
available for travel, develcpanent of curriculxim, and developrient of 
prcnotional materials. 

Both the teacher and the administrator stated that dissemination 
activities could be disn?xtive to the class/school. They believed that 
budget line-itans were too rigid and disseodnation activities were far 
more costly than the FEE st:^)end for than. 

Ihe follofdng suggestions were made: 

Provide more Statewide public relations. 

Give genuine status to these programs and utilize their ststffs. 

Provide more State funding for substitute teacher salaries, 
teacner aides, and purchase of equipment and sillies. 

Share "our** Exemplary Program ideas with other states. 
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APPENDIX G-1.8 



EXEMPIARy HaOGRaM 
CaSE SIDDV #8 



Pcograia Naine: 



Marketing and Snail Business Managanent 



Exenoplary: 



1983-84 ($2,500), 1984-85 ($2,500), 1985-86 
($2,500) 



Sdicxjl: 



Lebanon County Vocational-Technical School 



Administrator: 



Peter K. Uhilg 



Teacher: 



Susan DcK^XMer/ James Karsnitz 



Both the original teacher (Mr. Karsnitz) and the administrator 
agreed that the teacher, administrative si:?3port, and the occpetency-based 
curriculum are of greatest inportanoe in itaking the Mariosting Rtxx|raia 
"Exenplary." Both found out about the Emtplary Program Project throuc^ 
direct ocxitact fton PDE/BWffi staff. Ihe program has continued to be 
Exenplary because of the enthusiasm of the teachers, the craft coranittee, 
and the Program's successful job placement rate. 

Since this program was the first Marketing and Distributive 
Education iSffiaooplary Program, over 25 teachers/administrators have visited 
the programr Ee.ch year actual disseminaticai costs have exceeded the 
dissemination grant. In 1985-86, $4,000. was spent on disseminaticxi, and 
in 1986-87, $7,000 was spent. Over 1,000 brochures and 35 curriculuitB 
were shared with other schools. 

Both the teacher and the administrator indicated that small fontal 
presentations and on-site visitations are the nost effective methods of 
disseminaticffi of R<eni)lary Program materials. Ihey considered the PWEC 
"Kaleidoscope" presentatiOTs to be the least effective metiiods. in 
addition, they have e)qperienced problems in dissoidnaticai activities. 
Ihey found the activities to be disruptive to the class/school, too 
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demanding of the teacher's time, and "not vrorth the extra work" (as 
indicated in their questic»inaires) • 

Ihe EjCTplary Marketing Program has changed since first cited as 
Exesnplary. Ihe program no^ incliades entr^reneurship training and small 
business management, and the program name was changed to reflect the new 
eniphasis. 

ExQDDplary Program status has most benefited the stucJents throuc^i 
increased program publicity, new equip^it, occp^tency-based instruction, 
cooperative education plaoenent, and job placement. ^fcwever, Lebanon 
Ocunty AVIS has e>?)erienoed seme problems with other staff feeling 
"sli^ted." 

No local funding was provided as a result of Exseamplary status. Both 
the administrator and teaciier agroed diat the disseminaticn grant should 
be larger and include more funding for travel, substitute teacher 
salaries, and develqpDient of pranotional materials. 

In order to increase the effectiveness of the Jbramplary Program 

Project, the teachers and administrator suggested the following: 

Fund more r^licaticns of Ebceamplary Prograns. 

Have PDE fund "grxxps" of teachers to visit (would be less 
disrtqptive) . 

Increase the time the PDE Exeamplary Program Project 
Coordinator spertis disseminating Program activities. 

Give the teachers a monetary award. 



ERIC 



388 



343 



APPENDIX G-1.9 



sraoi #9 



Program Nane; 



Scientific Data Processing 



Exeorrplary: 



1985-86 ($1,000) 



School: 



C3entral Westmoreland Area Vocational-Technical School 



Administrator: 



dentin Martin 



Teacher: 



Puth Ament Shoaf 



Both the teacher and the administrator agreed that the factors of 
greatest iiroortanoe to making the program "Exenplary** are the teacher, 
the oaipetency-*ased vocational curriculxmi, and local conraanity si^port. 
Mrs. Shoaf was motivated to pursue E>raiplary status for her program by 
other teachers in her school and her own desire to inprove the program. 

Krs. Shoaf felt that the students were the group, within the school, 
that received the most benefits associated with the Zxerrplary status. 
Cooperative Education placements and final job placements increased 
because of the new piblic awareness of the program. More students were 
recruited into the program than ever before, and all were more hi^y 
motivated. When the program received Exemplary status, the interest and 
motivation of other teachers increased. In the effort to receive 
Exemplary status, the program was updated to industry standards and the 
school received state^^ide recognition. 

Six teachers visited the program (one from out-of-state) to learn 
how to replicate its success. Ei^t inquiries have been made by phone 
and three by mail. Mrs. Shoaf has disseminated se/en curriculimi guides, 
300 brochures, 200 course goals, and 250 equipment lists. 

nie teadier e)?)erienoed the following problems in her dissemination 
activities: lade of administrative si^port, too much demand on her t±te. 
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and disng3fticai of tht. class, Mrs, Shoaf found that it can be difficult 
to oondtuct the classes of an Emrplary PrxDgram and to participate 
actively in disseaodnaticai activities for that program, MeSv Shoaf 
indicated that the work involved in the dissemination activities was "not 
worth the extra effort," as indicated on the questionnaire. Hhe 
Exenplary Program continues to be modified each year to include 
additional cctnpetency-based curriculum and add many new job packets. 

No additional local funding was provided to the program as a result 
of ExCTpiary recognition, Ihe teacher stated that the actual cost of 
dissemination has exceeded the PEE budget allowance. Both the teacher 
and administrator said they believe that more State funding should be 
made <^vailable to develop and x^ise curriculxmi materials, for travel, 
and for cxxmunication (phone and postage) , 

Problems incurred as a result of E)ranplary status were: lack of 
administrative sc^sport, dissemination activities disn^jtive to the 
class/school, costs excoedeA small PDE budget for activities, and the 
demand for the time of the tsaciier was enormous. 
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APPENDIX G-IJO 



EXEMPI ARg H OGRIM 
CASE SIODSf #10 



PLogram Name: 



Single Barent/Horaeraaker (»»New Begiraiings") 



Exarplary: 



1985-86 ($2,500), 1986-87 ($2,500) 



School: 



Delaware County Oociiunity CJollege 



A:3mii.'istrator: 



Dr, Art Smith, Aandjiistrator^fHReoord 

Dr. Suzanne WhitaJcer, Program Administrator 



Teacher-Ooordinator: Dr. Suzanne Whitaker 

As the administrator and teacher-ooordinator of the Program, Dr. 
Whitaker stated that the teacher-coordinator, (institutional) 
administrative sipport, and curriculum are the factors that made this 
program "Exenplary." Dr. Whitaker found out about the ExfiKplary Program 
Project throu^ direct contact fxaaiPDE/BJKE staff. 

Exenplary Program status has increased student interest, legislative 
action for single parent/hoieraaker groips, and student job plaoonent. 
E)ffijrplary status has provided t3acher in-service axid aaotivation. New 
caqpetency-l>ased curriculum materials are being "jsed. Increased program 
publicity has led to increased program recognition and public si?3port. 

D^.. Whitaker r^)orted that diiriiig the period 1985-87, 45 personal 
inquiries, 20 phone inquiries, and 15 mail inquiries were received fron 
Pennsylvania teachers/administrators. ^proximately 25 out-of-state 
inquiries have also been made about this Exemplary Program. Ftorty 
curriailums and 100 brochures have been dissaninated. "Rijenty forroal 
presentations about the program have been conducted. Dr. Whitaker 
believes that personal on-site visits are the inost effective 
dissemination procedure. However, she also said that dissemination 
activities have been reduced becaxase the tiitie is very limited. EWAE 
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State-level staff have helped Dr. Whitaker with dissendnation activities. 

No local funding has been provided. Dr. Miitaker vrould change the 
structured budget for Beenplcuy Programs, she would increase travel 
monies. She stated that the amount allotted for video production is far 
belcw actual costs. 

Ihe four Exenplary Sii^le Earent/HooenaSoer ErogranB helped to create 
a manual for new program developnent. Dr. Wiitaker" suggested that 
additional State-level and regional meetings be conducted to allow for 
dissemirejtion of this valuable curriculum. She also stated that she has 
been inforned that $1,000 was "set aside'* to be allocated OMLy 1, 1987 
for Exenplary Programs started in 1984-86. She hoped to receive h^ 
edlotmant to sqpgxart the dissesoination activities. 
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APPENDIX G-l.n 



OSB SHMX #21 



Project Ham: Vocational Welding 



Bxienplary: 



1984-85 ($2,500), 1985-86 ($2,500) 



School: 



Crawford County Vocational-Technical School 



Administrator: B. A. Filler 



Teacher: 



Worth Hamnond 



Both the administrator and the teacher agreed that the teacher and 
the conpetency-based -vocational curriculum hctve made their Welding 
program "Exa!plaryv" 5he teacher found out about the Exeaoplary Program 
Project through professional meetings and BTRE staff. 

Exanplary Program status has increased the nunter of students in the 
Welding program, reduced student dropout rates, and increased jcb 
plaoejner±. It has improved teacher and administrative interest in 
vocational education. Local industry has donated equipment. Ohe school 
has benefited through Stat*3wide recognition. Ohe students are more self- 
sufficient through the class management of this Exaoplary Program. 

EXiring the period 1985-87, ten visits were made to the Exatplary 
Program. Pour phone and four mail inguirios were made. Ihe teacher made 
tjur presentations to PVEC and regional associations (including one at a 
University of Pittsburg workshop for Welding instnsctors) , and visited 
two other profirams. ihree hundred descriptive brochures, 50 task lists, 
50 lists of performance objectives, and 30 curriculm guides were 
disseminated ;ibout the Exarplary Program. State B7AE staff helped with 
"^ination activities. Mr. Hamaond beli-wes that actuad personal 
are the best method of dissemination of the Ejoenplary Prograin 
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Ihe curriculiim cxxitinues to be itodified each year to inoprwe its 
qusdity. No additicaial loced funding Wcis provided to the Exenoplary 
Program as a reuilfof its f.batus, The estimated cxDst of disseminaticHi 
per year was $1,200, Both the administrator and teacher believed that 
more State funding should be available for developroent of brochures, 
developraent of curriculum, travel, substitute teacher salaries, and the 
purchase of VCR t£^)es. 

Teacher r^rted that probleacns with administrative support were 
incurred: the "lEA does not seesn to be aware of the benefits of 
Exaiplary status." 

To increase the effectiveness of the Exenplary Program Project in 

Pennsylvania, the follcwing suggestions were made: 

Hire a State Exenplary Project Coordinator. 

Increase public relations about the Project at the State level. 

Increase the budget for dissemination activities. 

Increase inservioe to lEA administcaticai (teacher was not 
allcwed by administrative stcrff to travel to PVBC to receive 
the Exenplary Award) . 

Increase information (ER) about R^licatiorVExenplary 
status. 
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APPENDIX G-2J 



SEELECmCN IBQJECT 
CASE SIOEV #1 



Program Nane: 



CAD in the Industrial Arts Program 



Replication: 



1985-86 



R^lication of: 



Norristcwn Area Hi^ School (Industried 
Arts - Drafting/Design) 



School: 



Altocxia Hi^ School 



Administrator: 



Walter Betar 



Teacher: 



Gerald Valeri 



Both the teacher and administrator agreed that the students reoeived 
the most benefits from r^licating an Exemplary vocaticxial program. 
Enrollment has increased and the dropout rate has decreased since the 
r^licated program has been in place. Staff have benefited fron teacher 
inservice, and curriculim has been v¥)graded to meet industry standards. 
The teacher, Mr. Valeri, e3?)erienoed no problems in replicating about 50% 
to 75% of the Norristcwn ExeEoplary Program, from \^c*i he received the 
curriculiam, goals, and course objectives. Ihe teacher and curriculimi 
make this R^lication Program successful. 

Nine visits were made by other teachers/administrators to see the 
Replication Project, ei^ inquiries were made by phone, and two by mail. 
Mr. Valeri made two formal presentations about his R^lication Project. 
He indicated that the most effective method of dissemination was ••word of 
mouth." Mr. Valeri indicated that he would not apply for Exertplary 
status at this time. 

de teadier visited the Norristcwn program and found that the 
factors that made that program Exenplary were its curriculimi, resources, 
and teacher. Tjocal si5)ervisory staff and PDE Regional consultants helped 
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them to r^licate the program at Altcxana Hi^i School. PDE State 
perscainel assisted in the inplegcnentation of the R^licaticxi Project by 
suggesting the mentor program, nailing descriptive literature about the 
Exeirplary Program, and contacting the mentor for site visitation. No 
problems were encountered in replicatic^ or dissemination. 

Additicaial local funding ($11,900) was provided for equipment, 
facility renovation, and software as a result of R^lication status. 
Both the teacher and the administrator believed that more State funding 
should be available for travel, substitute teachers, and program 
sillies. 

Both the teacher and the administrator suggested that more programs 
should be made Exeanaplary and then r^licated by additicxial sites and that 
funding for Exemplary Program disseminaticsi should be increased. 
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APPENDIX 



BEJXLCKnSJR CBQJBCT 
CaSE SDJOI #2 



Program Nane: 



Diversified Oocxpat7':ais/Qx3perat^^ 
Education 



R^licaticxi: 



1985-86 ($6,000) 



School: 



Eastern Lancaster School District 



R^lication of: 



Barry S. Tnirnan Hi^ School and Governor 
Mifflin Hi^ School (Diversified Ooci^a- 
tions) 



Administrator: 



John M* Gould 



Teacher: 



Carl J. OnHi 



Mr. Cobb and Mr. Gould ranked the teacher, the curriculxim, ana local 
ccDKunity involveaooent as being the most significant factors making this 
program r^lication "Esratplary." Both lean^ about the Exotplary 
Fr^^gram Project throu^ a PTEC presentatioiVdisplay and from PDE/EWaE 
staff. 

Both the teacher and the administrator indicated that student 
interest, Cooperative Education placement, teacher interest/notivaticai, 
program publicity, local industry support, and Statewide recognition 
increased as a result of Replication status. Iha curriculum was iitprwed 
also vdth the additicxi of ccqpetency-based curriculm materials and 
individualized student instruction. 

Mr. Oobb has received two personal visits and one phone inquiry. 
He has made four formal presentations, and Vir. Gould has icade six 
presentaticais to local boards and eanoplqyers. 

No additicaial funding has been provided as a result of replication 
status. However, Mr. CJobb stated that advisory cociaittee and local 
enployer support has increased. Mr. Oobb r^licat^ ioo% of the 
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Exesnplary programs he visited. He intends to ^ly for Exertplary status. 
He believes that teachers ewdianging infonnation during a personal, on- 
site visit is the best way to disseamnate Exeaorplary Rnogram infonnation. 
Die teacher received additional si^jport frcm the State (PDE;/EWM:) staff, 
\*o provided help in proposal witing and help in contacting the loentor 
programs and arranging invitaticais for site visitations. 

Mr. Oobb made the following suggestions fbr improving the Ebffiamplary 
Progranv/R^licaticxi Project: 

Have PEC/BWaE mail press releases to local nsMspapeocs/ 
newsletters, school boards, etc. 

Provide a State-funded, State-sponsored visitation day to allow 
teachers to visit ES^nplary Progrants. 

Award a "Banner'* to Explication Projects as well as to 
Emnplary Programs. 
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APPENDIX G-2.3 



asE ssmoi #3 



Vrogram Name: 



Drafting/Design Technology 



I^licaticn: 



1984-85 ($6,000) 



Replication of: 



Norristcwn Area Hi^ School 



School Name: 



Harristourg-Steelton-Hi^ispire AVIS 



ikSministrators: 



Dr. JUanita Hbore and Dr. Judith Zaenglein 



Teacher: 



Mr. Ihcwas Miller 



Mr. Miller was hired to teach the vocaticml-technical program, 
Draftiiig/Design Technology, m SepteaniDer, 1985, after the Exiertplary 
Industrial *irts Drafting/Design Program at Norristown School District 
was funded for replication at Harrisburg-Steelton-Highspire AVIS . 
Iherefore, Mr. Miller was unable to document the replicatiCTi process. 
Drs. Judith Zaenglein, Curriculxm Consultant, and Juanita Moore, Director 
at Hsuxisburg-Steelton-'Hi^h^ire AVIS, did respond to the R^lication 
survey questions. 

Both administrators visited the Exeraplary Program at Norristown and 
made direct contact to FDEyBVAE staff to find out about the replication 
process. Drs. Zaenglein and Moore indicated that they believed that 
class enrollinent, student interest, and motivation increased as a result 
of the R^lication status* Other benefits associated with R^lication 
status were: new equipoaent, si^plies, resource identification, and 
articulation with other educaticxial agencies. 

In a structured personal interview, Mr. Miller ocirinented that he had 
not followed the curriculum or utilized the equipment replicated from the 
Effignoplary Industrial A2±s Drafting/Design Program. Following the advice 



ERLC 



399 



354 



of his craft advisory canroittee and drawing on his cmi e}q)ertise as a 
draftsman, the teact^er utilized a curriculum he feels reflects the 
•drafting industry's standards, Mr, Miller indicated that he would like 
to purchase CAD/caM drafting equipment. In the ineantime, his craft 
cccitdttee provides actual field-based drafting/design assignrtents for his 
students to conplete. 

Both administrators made three formal presentations about the 
R^lication Program to advisory camittee menbers and at a State 
OOTferenoe. No local funds were provided as a result of the Replication 
status. 

Both the administrators and the teacher encourage others v*io are 
ccxisidering the replication process to both carefuMy evaluate and match 
the Exetplary Program and their own local. 
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APPENDIX G-2,4 



REPLEOVrEGN HROOECT 

siaai #4 



Program Name: 



Food Service 



R^licaticHi: 



1986 ($4,104) 



R^lication of: 



Alvin Swenson Skills CJenter (Food Service) 



School: 



Oentxal Westnoreland Area, Vocationsd-^Technical School 



Aaministrator: 



dentin C. Martin 



Teacher: 



Patricia Ruirbau^ 



R^licating an Emtplary Vocational program has increased success in 
the recruitiftent of students and in jcb and cooperative education 
place m e n t for the Food Service Program at CJentral Westmoreland AVIS. 
Both the teacher and administrator agreed that the interest of teacher(s) 
of Exenplary/R^lication Programs motivated other school personnel. 
R^lication status also provided st^plies, resource identification, and 
school publicity. 

Mrs. RumbaiJ^ believed that the ocrapetency-based curriculvmi, 
resource library, and information from the R^licatiOT Project^s mentor 
teacher helped to make her program a successful r^lication of the 
Swenson Exeaoplary Program. The teacher r^licated about 75% of the 
Ebreanplary Program at Swenscsi Skills Center. 

Both the teacher and administrator learned about the R^lication 
Projects Program frcm PDaE/BVAE staff. Mrs. Rontoaii^ made five 
presentations about her program to local teacher groups and at State 
meetings. Four people have inquired by phone about the program, and two 
people inqpaired by mail. 
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nie laentor program teacher provided aarriculum, course goals, and 
course objectives. Ihe craft advisory ccxtitdttee for the Food Service 
Program also provided si^jport for the replicaticxi effort. No problems 
were encountered in replication. 

Both the teacher and the administrator believed that r^lication 

grants vere more valuable to a school than Exemplary status because of 

the increased monies ($6,000 for Replication versus only $2,500 for 

Exertplary) that directly benefit and i?)grade the program. Ihey made the 

following suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of the 

Exeirplary/R^lication Erojeats Program: 

Provide more monies to ccaitinue vpdating of existing 
Exenoplary/Replication Programs. 

Lnoplegoaent funding earlier in the fiscal year. 

CJcniDunicate more effectively (PEE) with the E<ernplary/ 
Implication Programs. 

Award more 'r&I Exeannplary Programs . 

Increase Exarplary Program mcaiies. 

Provide feedback fixm Exenplary Programs as they continue to 
inodify/change/iitprove. 

Rplicate more Exacplary Programs. 
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APPENDIX G-2.5 
KSmCAIION HCOECT 

<3iSE smai #5 
Program Naine: Nursirg Assi'itant 
R^lication: 1985-86 ($6,000) 

R^lication of: Alvin A, Swensai Skills Center (Nursing Assistant) 
School : Cartxxi Oxmty Area Vocational'-Technical School 

Adniinistrator: George Seller 
Teacher: Rose Cherba 

Ohe teacher \gho e^lied for tho Replication grant is no longer v/ith 
the school. Therefore, Ms. Cherba, \*o was hired in January, 1987, was 
not interviewed, nor did she cxuplste a teacher surv^ form. 

Ihe administrator at Carbon County AVES is now pleased with the 
R^licaticai Project at his school. Mr. Seller said the rqplicatim of 
/he Swenson program was difficult to acooraplish at first because he had 
to make three oOTxtacts with the administrator/teacher at Swenscxi before a 
visit and materials dissemination could take place. Mr. Seller stated 
that the Swenson teacher seemed tmwilling to share the curriculum 
materials and that there was a decided lack of interacticxi between the 
Exertplary and Replication Program at first. (It should be noted that the 
Swenson Exemplary teacher is no longer ercplqyed. Ihus, this program iio 
longer retains Exetrplary status, althou^ Swenson personnel stated 
to the researcher that the new teacher is '^working hard" to renew 
Exertplary reoogniticn.) Mr. Seller stated that Carbon County AVTS is 
isolated, and he sees the Replicaticxi process as a good way for teachers 
to share curriculum and interact with each other. 

Mr. Seller believes that his R^licaticai Program most benefits the 
students by ipgrading the curriculum to industry standards and providing 
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nore enplqyitent opportunities for than, Enrollinent in the Nur^.ing 
Assistant Program increased after Replication status. Ooniiunity 
involveroent, public relations, and crerft advisory ocranittee sc?5»rt also 
increased with R^lication status. Additional local ftmding ($1,500) was 
also given to -die program for supplies as a result of the new Rqplicatic»i 
process. 

Mr. Seller heard about the Replication Program Project through 
direct contact from BWas Regional Consultants. Ihe $6,000 R^lication 
grant monies were used for equipment and sciplies for tha program. 

Hie administrator has shared the program curriculim with three 
administrative groups and one teacher grocp. Mr. Seller suggested that 
all teachers/administrators interested in the Replicaticxi process be 
invited to a PDE workshop that includes meetijxfs with a representative of 
each of the Exeaaoplary Programs available to rqplicate. He encourages 
that more replications be ftnaed, and he encourages more support froci the 
mentoring program to the Rplication Program. 
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APPENDIX G-2,6 



KEEUECKEIGN BRCOECT 

CASE siaai #6 



Program Name: Single Psurent/Hcroeroaker (Positive Outlook) 



P^lication: 



1984-85 ($4,976) 



R^licaticai of: Veroer CJounty AVTS (Single Parent/ 
BamesQoaker Program) 



School: 



Bradford Hi^ School 



Administrator: Leroy Derstine 
Coordinator: Janice Himes 

The information contained in this case study was d^ived from a 
teacher survey and interview. The administrator survey was not returned 
and an administrator interview was not conducted. 

The Qx)rdinator of the Program believes that the curriculum, 
a\rliovisu£LL resource library, and recruitment procedures make her program 
a successful replication of an Exatplary Program. Mrs. Himes replicated 
100% of the Exemplary Program at Mercer County AVIS, with minor 
adaptations to aoccnncdate local students and local inctustry needs. 

Replication status has aided recruitment of students, job placement, 
program curriculum, program publicity, and program recognition. In 
additioi, Mrs. Himes has been more motivated to cc^inue to evaliiate and 
xq^grade her program. 

Ihe teadier learned about the R^licatlcxi Projects Program from 
FCe/BVAE staff. She has made six presentations about her program, 
incliading cm in Ooltmtous, CMo, for the CXiio Exeanoplary Program teachers. 
Thirty pecplfe have visited her program and nine people have received 
informatiai over the tel^4KX>e. 
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Ohe mentor program teacher provided curriculum, course goals, and 
course objectives. An active advisory CGnnittee also provided support to 
the r^licatioi^ i^fort. State personnel provided assistance in 
contacting the mentor program. 

lack of edministrative si^sport, lack of public relations efforts 
from EMAE, and rigidity of budget line-items created problems for this 
program's replication process. Mrs. Himes has considered aqpplying for 
Exanplary status but feels that she is still learning and is not sure of 
the administrative si^sport for that effort. 

Approximately $700 in additional local funding vas provideu to the 
Program as a result of the R^lication status. Mrs. Himes would like to 
see more State funds available for travel (to the mentor program and to 
make presentations), for coninunication, and for development of 
audiovisual materials. 

Mrs. Himes suggests that PDE/BVAE staff oonnunicate more often with 
Exanplary/Rep? ication Project staff to c].arify budget constraints, 
conduct more staff inservices, include more funding for equipment, and 
work with the I£A administrator to encourage the Exfiwplary/Rqplication 
Project. 
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